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(ATTACHMENT C1)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHOOL DISTRICT: ALLENSTOWN

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT (FORM A-16)

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72—75 o 73-74 74-75

*Resident Live 59 64 76 65 85
Births : — i

Less Than 1 Year 27 30 37 56 70
Age 1 36 : 21 65 68 72
2 - 59 33 68 89 - 76
3 51 43 68 72 96
4 48 - 53 69 72 68
5 75 70 64 76 85
6 58 ' 69 60 64 .91
7 62 38 83 73 77
8 64 70 66 94 87
9 _ . 56 62 ¢ 84 50 83
10 56 51 68 73 61
11 62 56 . 60 75 85
12 54 63 69 67 .69

13 52 63 66 81 63 -
14 .56 50 60 61 78
15 45 63 65 56 67
16. 42 ' 41 - 56 68 55
17 38 46 42 .40 64

Through 18 36 10 "33 39 44 -

Sub-Totals - .

0- 4 221 180 307 " 357 382
0- 5 296 250 371 433 467
5-11 433 - 416 485 505 569
12-13 106 © 126 135 ia8 132
14-17 ‘ 181 . 200 - 223 225 264
5-17 K 720 . 742 843 878 965
6-18 681 682 812 841 924
Total 0-18 977 932 1'183 1274 1391

*From Bureau of Vital Statistics Records
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'(ATTACHMENT E1)

ENROLLM;NT AND POPULALION PROJECTIONS /2,//
/ ALLENSTOWN e -
// - "
All élopes are given in people per year P “a -
o _ e /
' /
/
-/
/
/
Total Population // A
-/
/ o
i
/
} //
/////
Enroliment Grade 1-8 V4
7
7/
- s 7
5 d
‘p, i 7/
i 0.00
1st Grade Enrollment
+2.25
Births
ACTUAL PROJECTED
1 i ’ | e e e
B B S o R L S I B S S B s S H—————
1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 6566 67 68 gq 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 <7879 80
' Year 55 T \
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Allenstown Schooi District
Summary Data Report

School Census Information (AL6)

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS ~ PAROCHIAL  SCHOOLS  OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS

O Mithin Qutside  Within Outside  Within  Qutside
District District  District  District  District District
56 1 I T
Total No. of Chil- N
dren Ages 0-18
As of: : )
Sept. 1, 1970 283 118 e 51 22 1
Sept. 1, 1971 282 150 183 46 ' 20 :
Sept. .1, 1972 570 178 on 37 6
Sept. 1, 1973 604 2 149 5 19 19
Sept. 1, 1974 531 9 9 25 3
COMPARISON OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA
; - (Eligible for Vouchers) ~ (District's Present Public School Loading)
| Census ADM Census Unrepeated  Fall ADM
N , Total in Res.  Total State Enrollment  in Attend.
i Col. 566  Total Col. 5-10  Registration  Total Tota]
| 606 6.1 86 R 37 43
7 COMPARISON OF TUITION INFRMATION (173-'74)
. o I
‘ (Fall Report) (Determination of Res. Pupil Member)
Tuition To: o Elem. . Mid/Jr.ligh  ligh School = Elem. Mid/Jr.High . High School .
Pine Haven o | - | 1.3
Bancroft Products, Inc. | : 0.1
Pembroke Academy ¢ ‘\ , ‘ ' 181.9
- Pembroke Elementary 2 \
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COMMUNITY OF

"CANDTIA

Candia, known in colonial days-as "Charmingfare" has a land area
of 30.2 square miles. ‘'Unlike many New England towns, Candia
‘contains no large village, but is composed of several small ones
from which extend in all directions roads along which farming
ccmmunities were-developed.”" {(Candia Bi-centennial 1763-1263,
1963, page 8). Today, the ‘farmland lies mostly fallow or has
been converted to more profltable use.

Canala is bound by Hooksett, Allenstown, Deerfield, Raymond. Chester,
and Auburn and is locatead 12 miles from Manchester - New Hampshire’ s,
most. populated and industrial city. 65.3% of Candia's native
American residents were born in New Hampshire but only 7.4% have
occupied the same residence since 1949 or earlier.

This is a-middle class working community of 2,289 and many of its
-inhabitants are employed in nearby Manchester. Clerical workers

and protessional, technical and kindred workers comprise 33% of
Candia's labor force. -Another 25.1% are employed in 1ndustry as
craftsmen, foremen or non~transport operatives. /

Candia's median family income, $9,520 is the lowest of the five
districts which have voted interest in a voucher test and Jjust

below that of the state ($9,698). However, unlike the other four,
Candia has no families earning less than $2,000 per year. Four fami-
lies in Candia are below the poverty level.* Two families and seven
unrelated individuals receive public assistance or welfare. .

" Candia's housing picture is a poor one when compared tc the domicile———
character‘istics of the state as a whole. 11.7% of the 589 year

round units have no bath or share-a bath. That figure is 3.6% for
New'Hampshire.‘ 11% of Candia's units are unheated or heated by

fireplace or stove only. This is riore than double the percent

statewide (5.1%). Sixty housing units, or 10.2% have no running

water or only cold water. For the state the figure is 4.6%.

- Only 2.3% of persons 25 years and.dlder residing in Candia have
completed less than a seventh grade education. 67.9% have a high
school education or better.

Candla!has one publlc school which in September, 1974, enrolled 400
youngsters in grades 1 through 8 including special educatlon

Candia's 178 secondary students, attend schools in Manchester and
Raymond under short term tultlon contracts. The census report

nf September 1, 1974, indicates that 13 children attend parochial .
schools outslde the dlstrlct while 27 attend prlvate\pre ~-schools ‘
within the dlstrlct ‘and 27 attend private schools. out51de the dlstrlct.

59 o o
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43
Candia

There is a slight variation between the census report and fall
enrollments of three children. Since the fall enrollment total
is higher, perhaps these three children are non-resident pupils
in the elementary school, although no non-resident pupils were
in attendance in '73-74. » '

*Poverty Level: families or unrelated individuals (except college
students in dormitories or members of the Armed _
Forces in barracks) classified as being below the
poverty level using the poverty index adopted by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969.

60



44
(ATTACHMENT E2)

Hollis ' 39 o “rﬁl

School District: Candia : - Cormunity Profile
' ’ Daita Sheet
HMIGRATION & POPULATION STABILITYl
Total-Native Pop. 1970 1793 Population Density 66.1: People/Square Mile
% _Born NH 65.3 : ' - ’ .
% "  North East . 26.3 ) Populationz. 1974 2296 .
% " " Central 0.6 % Pop. Change 70-74 ' 15.0%
% " South 1.8 % " " 60-70 34.0%
% " West 0.7 - '
% " Other 5.4 Population Projectionss 1980 5,200
% Pop. in same Res. " " 1990 5,200
1949 or earlier 17.4 oo " 2000 9,400 :
School Age Population (0-18) for Year4 '74-'75
Total Attending School o ' 644
Total Not Attending for Various Reasouns 33 ‘
SCHOOL COMMUNITY INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS5
A. Estimated number of school-age children 5-17 =~ 599
B. Estimated number of disadvantaged school-age children 5-17 ' 113
C. Percentage of disadvantaged achool-age children 5-17 : 1880 .
D. Estimated number of children ages 5-11 . : . 338
‘E. Estimated number of children ages '12-13 ' 103
F. Estimated number of children ages 14-17- S o 158 '
G: Estimated number of pre-school age children under five  (5) 198
H. School growth index (ratio of pre-school age children '
: under five (5) to schodl-age children  5-17) ' " 0.33.
I. School-to- communlty load index (ratio of school age children '5-17 :
" to the ~18-64 - age group) : o 0.58
J. Total census area population” T N - T 1oy i
K. Percentage of census area population non-white ' ' 0.20.
"L. Average number of persons per household i P 3.60
M. Percentage of children undzr. - 18 not - 11v1ng with a male parent 3.89
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION e .
Cost per'pupilz6 Year '73-'74 -Elementary $ 661.35
: . Middle/Jr. High
High .. $1,002.36**
Equalized Valuation per pupil:7 $ 24,941 *Year -~ 1972 Pupils '73_174 .
Trahspoftation To Contiguous Ex1st1ng Alternatlve Programa w1th1n
& Other Participating Districtsl . ' District.
' - Miles - ‘Miles -  None:' 1974-
' Allenstown 19 Hooksett .13 :
Auburn 7. Raymond . 6
Chester 8 '
- Deerfield 8



School District; Candia Comunity Profile
(cont'd) p.2 Additicnal Information Data Sheet
Family Income (% of Families):1
{under ]1000-]2000-]3000- 14000 5006~ 6000~ {7000~ 18000~ [9000- |10, 000~ |12,00G- |15, 000- 125, 000~| 50,000
$1,00011999 {2999 |3999 {4999 {5999 {6999 {7999 {8999 (9999 {11,999 (14,999 |24,999 |49,999 [or more
0040001 a5]a1 | 94)56(84 ] 005416 77195 | 45 09
Year Round Kousing Units and Domicile Characteristics: 1
# Year| § Units | % Units  |% Units-hared)$ Units-In- | 4% Units-No |3 Unitss Units-without |% Units-No
Round | Unheated Heated by |Bath or None |complete or |Piped Water |Cold |Toilet or Shared |Siower or
* Units Fire, Stove Shared Kitch- - |Water ‘Shared Shower
en - {or Tup -
59 | 3.4 7.6 11,7 6.8 5.3 4.9 6.8 9.3 |
Percent of Year Round Units by Persons Per Room:
.50 or Less | 5% - .75 | .76 - 1.00] L.0L - L.50] L5 or More |
48.4 28.5 15.1 | 6.4 1.6
I
Percent of Pérsons.ZS Years and Older by Years of School Completed:1
INo Schocl| Grs, 1-4 16rs, 5-6 | Gr. 7| Gr. 8 | Grs. 9-11{ Gr. 12| Coll, 1-3| Coll, 4] Coll. 5 or More
0.0 «| 0.0 | 0.5 1.8 13,11  16.7 .1 1.9 8.5 R
‘Housing.Lacking Bisic Pacilities’ & 7.0
% of Work Porce Unemployed g 4.4
Yearly Average Income Of Weekly Wage
Earner in Private Industry $3.662,00 00
___ Median Famlly Incone * § 9 20 00
Public Aid Per Caplta ¢ § TR B T -
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(ATTACHiENT B2) _ 4y
Candia

Footnotes for Community Profile Data Sheet

"Proposal to Fund the Study & Planning of the Educational
Voucher System in New Hampshire," July 12, 1974.

pd

N

1974 Resident Population Figures prepared by the Office of
Comprehens¢ve Planuing, Concord, NH.

3. "Populz. .. Projections of New Hampéhire” prepared by Anderson-
‘Nichols & Co., Inc. for N.H. Department of Resources &
Economic Development, May, 1869. ’

4., Individua. district's séhool census reports, Form A-16 for
1974~-75.
5. "School and Community Indicators, 1970 Census'" prepared under

contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 89-10 for Title I,

ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of Education, State
of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
December., 1972. , T '

6. '"Prelimii. 7 Costs per Dupi: for purposeé of 1974-75 Tuition,"

KHSDE Div: .-n of Administra- ‘on, December =, 1974.

7. "1972 Equal ized, Valuation per Pupil 1972-73 of New Hampshire
School Districts,'" NHSDE Division of Administration, June 11,
1974.

8. "Educational Disadvartage ¢ Now Famy o ire” by Whittemore-

Abelson, 1875, -

*Reasons for not attending school:
a) Excused by School Board, State éoard of Education or 7
. Commissioner of Educatlon
b) Reached 14 or 16, completed elementary but not hlgh school.
c) Completed high school
d) Reached age 16 though not completed elementary school.

**Calculated from individual district's Financial, Report 1477 10
Account and "Determlnatlon of Re51dent Dup11 Membership.'

\
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(ATTACHMENT C2)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

" SCHOOL DISTRICT: CANDIA

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT (FORM A-16)

AGE GROUP 70-71 71;72 72-73 73-74 74-75

*Resident .ive 36 19 20 27 25
Births ’
Less Than 1 Year 29 23 37 26 27

Age 1 30 35 27 30 33
2 30 30 44 35 39
3 41 37 34 . 46 36
4 4?2 40 43 39 51
5 37 47 47 42 42
6 53 45 54 49 44
7 56 50 50 51 50
g 50 53 59 - 49 53
9 40 50 56 53 52
10 54 40 58 57 "~ 56
11 56 55 51 47 58
12 50 57 48 42 47
13 52 51 59 54 - 40
14 47 56 54 58 53
15 - , 45 46 58 51 58
16 37 56 46 56 52
, 17 46 41 46 40 50
Through 18 29 39 33 40 34
. SUub-Totals_ ... e e e e S
0- 4 172 165 185 176 186
0- 5 209 212 232 218 228
5-11 346 340 375 348 .. —— 355
12-13 102 108 107 96 ... 87
14-17 175 199 204 205 213
5-17 ) 623 647 686 649 655
6-18 615 . 639 672 647 647
Total 0-18 ‘ 824 851 904 865 875

Ve

- ~ *From Bureau of Vital_Sfatistics Records .
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(ATTACHMENT E2)

ENROLLMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

CANDIA

All slopes are given in people per year

Enrollmeht Grades 1-8

1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 .71 72 73 7

48

Year

66

~ i
. - S S -
~
- -3.0 ™~
1st Grade Enrollment o~ \;
~~
~
Births 0.3 A _
ACTUAL PROJECTED
] 1 4 [ 1 i 1 g 1 1 [l 1 § } ! { | i N | 1
— 1 1 1 1 { 1 ! S R L | T I — T 1 ¥
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75 76 77 78 79 80
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Candia School Distric
Summary Data Report

School Census Information (Al6)

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS OTHER - PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Within  Outside Within Outside, Within  Outside
District District  District Dittrict  District District
5 6 7 8 s . 10
1 No. of Chil- o .
Ages 0-18 o ' ' . e
f: : ) ' . v i T e,
1, 1970 397 154 ‘ 15 P13 26
.1, 1971 ‘ 383 177 ' 17 18 . 26
.1, 1972 412 193 ‘ 19 ‘ 18
1, 1973 ' 3927 180 18 15 21
1, 1974 © 394 183 ' 13 Y A 27
COMPARISON. OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

{Eligible for Vouchers) | (District's Present Public School Loading)

Census =~ ADM Census ~ Unrepeated Fall = ADM

Tetal - in Res. Total - = State , Enrollment  in Attend.

Col. 586 Total Col. 5-10 Registration Total -~ Total

572 . 577.5 626 P( 419’ #12 406.2
COMPARISON OF TUITION INFORMATION, ('73-'74) |
{ .

(Fall Report) kDetermination of Res. Pupil Member)
ion To: Elem, Mid/Jr Hi. ligh Sch. Elenm. Mid/Jr. Hi. High Sch.
sett-Mem. : 4 ' 3.7
ues School ‘ 1 ' 1.0
ond Consol. 3 . 3.0 31.0
R.C. r S 2.0
hester ‘ ‘ o T oo B - 130.6

(d ILNEWHOVILV)
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COMMUNITY OF

to
It

. ERFIELD

!

“The town of Deerfield has much of natural beauty. Within its ,
51.9 square miles are hills and valleys. brqogg;;ponds, and lakes.
Rock maple, white maple, bhirch, beech. red oak, and hemlock com-
pose .the forests where once abounded numerous herds of deer.

To the north, the Pawtuckaway Moeuntains lie/on the line between
Deerfield and Northwood. The towns of Nottingham. Raymond,
Candia, Allenstown, and Epsom also border/beerfield. e

v / ) P
Most of Deerfield's 1,497 residents live/ in its three villages; —"
Deerfield, Deerfield Center, 'and South Deerfield. ‘Withﬂa«pﬁﬁﬁia—
tion density of only 22.7 persons per s@uapg/milgj”ﬁgg}field fails
far below the state populaticn density of”81.7.peféﬁﬁé‘pe£<sqgarqﬂ
mile. ‘ : : ' ’ s

Of its total native American population 59.0% were.born in New \
- Hampshire. Only 10.2% of the total population have lived in
~the same residence since 1949 or earlier. ‘

While all of Deerfield's 409 year round housing units are heated, .
"their plumbing standards fall short of the total state standards.
In contrast to the state total of 1.3%, 5.9% of Deerfield's year
round housing units have no piped water.,/ Deerfield's 12.2% with
'shared or no -toilet facilities compares unfavorably with the state
total of/3.6%. 1.3% of the year round h@using units in Deerfield
either.ihare or have no shower or tub as opposed ‘to a state figure
of 5.6%! : ' : :

e ]

The majority of employed Deerfield residents falf-intO'four‘categories.
These are non-private service workers (18.2%), non-transport opera-
‘tives (17.1%), craftsmen, foremen (16.4%) and professional, tech-
nical and kindred workers (12.3%). :

The median family income for Deerfield is $10,196. This lies some-~
what above the state median family income of $9,698. ‘However, no
Deerfield families earn $50,000 in a year. While 122 persons in
‘families are below the poverty level* it is interesting to note that
not one person in the town of Deerfield accepts public assistance.or
-welfare. ‘ ' a 3

The number of school years completed by Deerfield residents 25 years
and older is comparable to the state total in-all categories except
"4 years of college." The Deerfield figdure of 12.2% nearly doubles
-the state total of 6.9%.- \ '

70 N\
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Deerfield
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L Deerfield's one public school opened in September, 1974, with
274 students in grades 1 through 8. In addition, there are three
elementary and two secondary level children attending two different
private special education programs outside the district for which
the district pays tuition. . "

Deerfield's 103 secondary students attend five different high schools,
under short term tuition contracts with the surrounding districts

as follows: Raymond - 31 students, Manchester Central - 24 students,

Coe-Brown Academy, Northwood - 42 students, Oyster River High School,

Durham -~ 2 and Pembroke Academy - 4 students. )

The census report for September, 1974, substantiates these figures
and further shows no children attending parochial schools either
within or outside the district, but an additional 13 children
attending private schools outside the- district. '

*Foverty Level: families or unrelated individuals (except college
students in dormitories or members of the Armed
Forces in barracks) classified as being below the
poverty level using the poverty index adopted by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969,

71




(ATTACHMENT B3) : 52

School District: Deerfield C o ~ Community |Profile
' § Data Sheet)

8 \ ' \

MIGRATION & POPULATION STABILITY . : i !
Total Native Pop. 1970 1377 Population Density_\22u7 People/Squd;e Mile
% Born NH ___59.0 2 _ | S
"% " North East 31.6 Population2 1974 1561
s " " Central 2.8 % Pop. Change 70-74 ' 32.5% .
*+ " South T 1.7 g " " 60-70 , 65.0%
% " West 0.4 . :
$ " Other 4.5 Population Projections® 1980 . 1,800
% Pop. in same Res. " " 1290 3,600
1949 or earlier 10.2 " " 2000 7,000
School Age Population (0-18) for Year? ' '74-'75
Total Attending School 381
Total Not Attending for Various Reasons* - 22

SCHOOL COMMUNITY INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS5

A. Estimated number of school-age children 5-17 ~__E}9.
B. Estimated number of disadvantaged school-age children  5-17 .70
C. Percentage of disadvantaged achool-age children 5-17 : 21.99.
D. Estimated number of children ages 5-11 179 _
E. Estimated—number of children ages——12-13 _ - 49
F. Estimated rnumber of children ages 14-17 - T 91
" G. Estimated number of pre-school age children under five . (5) © 117 '
H. School growth index (ratio of pre-school &i» children )
"under five {(5) to school-age children 5~17) ' 0.37 :
I. School-to~community load index (ratio of school-age children 5-17
" to the 18-64 ' .age ygroup) ' 0.54
J. Total census area population - . ' » . T ) 1178
K. Percentage of census area population noxn-white : - . 0.85 _
L. Average nunber of persons per household o " 3,5
‘M. Percentage “of children undef 18 riot living with a male parent 3.67

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION . _ o [.-

Cost per pupil:6_ Year '73-'74 Elementary . '.§§64.08 ‘-
: Middle/Jr. High _ -
High $899.13 *=*
Equaiized_Valuation per pupil:7 $ 48,390 . Year 1972 Pupils 1973-'74
Transportation To Contiguous © . Existing Alternative Programs within
& Other Participating Distric\tsl District.
Miles ' Miles None: 1974-'75

Allenstown 17 Northwood 7

Candia 8 Nottingham 6

Epsom - 8 Raymond 11

 Hollis . 40
2,

Hooksett 22 . - '7

e




School District: Deerfield

Community Profile .

Public Aid Per Capita 8 5. 6T

(cont'd) p.2 Additional Information Data Sheet
Family Income (% of Families) !
Undex | 1000~ | 2000~ | 3000~ |4000~ | 5000~ 16000~ 7000~ {8000~ (3000~ | 10,000~ {12,000~ |15, 600~ (25,000~ 50,000
~--1$1,000{ 1535 2999 {3999 (4999 {5999 |6999- {7999- 183999999111, 999 114,999 124,939 149,999 |or more
460123143 12,0 12,3 | 5.63.9 [10.0‘ 1091231184 {134 [165 | 3.3 [-0.0
Year Rbﬁnd Housing Units and Domicile Characteristics: 1
# Year $ Units| % Units | % Units-Shared|$ Units~In- |% Units-No [% Units[% Units-without |$ Units-No B
Round | Unheated Heated by | Bath or Hone |complete or |Piped Water Cold ~ (Toilet or Shared | Shower or
Units Fire, Stove - Shared Kitch- - Water | | Snared Shower
. ‘ en - or Tub
40911 0 10,3 10,5 5.9 5.9 8.1 12.2 13,4
Percent of Year Round Units by Persons Per Room:l
(50 or ess | 51 = 75 | .76 - 1.00] LOL - 1.50] 1.51 ot Hore
L8 | 166 08 | Wl | 6]
A \ e o
Pmri;pt of Peﬁfoﬁﬁ 25 Years and Older by Years of School Completed:!
| BN o ) - ,
'NO/School Grs. 1-4 [Grs. 5-6 | Gr. 7| 6r. 8] Grs. 9-11] 6r, 12[ Coll. 1-3] Colls 4 Coll, 5 or More
/L2 0.9 2.8 | 8.0 14.2 19.8 25.7 1.9 122 | 3.3
// . .
 Housing Lacking Basic Pcilitied & 1L6
‘%ofMﬁmeUmmmwda_ | %}3j_ﬂ‘
 Yearly hverage Income of Weekly age =~
77 Barmer in Private Industry® . § 6,627.00
"Y' Median Fanily Incone ! $10,1%.00

€S
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(ATTACHMENT B3) e o sy
Deerfield :

Footnotes for Community Profile Data Sheet

N\

1. "Proposal to Fund the Study & Plannfng of the Educational
Voucher System in New Hampshire," July 12, 1974.

2. ' 1974 Resident Population Figures prepared by theée~ Offlce of

\
Comprehensive Planning, Concord, NH. ‘
|

3. "Population Progectlons of New Hampshire" prepared by Anderéon—
. Nichols & Co., Inc. for N.H. Department of Resources &

{ Economic Development May, 1969. ) ’\‘
4; Individual.district}s school census reports, Form AfIG for

i 1974-75. : : .
533 ”School and Communlty Indicz tors 1970 Census' prepared under

contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 89-10 for Title I,
ESEA Division of Instructlon Department of Education, State
of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetlcs Inzc., Washington, D. C.,
" December, 1972. k

6. ”Pre11m1nary Conts per Pupll for purposes‘ﬁf"1974 75 Tuition,

NHSDE Division. of Administration, December 25-1974.

7. 1972 Equalized Valuatlon per.Pupll 1972~ 73 of New Hampshire
School Districts,' NHSDE Division of Admlnlstrataon_ —June 11,
1974, : .

8. ”EducationalnDisad&antage in New Hampshire” by Whittemore-

Abelson, 1975. -;2 ‘ )

*Reasons for not dttending school: :
-a) Excused by School Board, State Board of Bducatlon or
- Commissioner of: Educatlon '
b) Reached 14 or 16, completed e1ementary but not hlgh school
..c) Completed high school
d) Reached age 16 though not completed e1ementary'school

**Calculated from 1nd1v1dua1 district's F1nanc1a1 Report - 1477 10
Account and '"Determination of Resident Pupil Membersh:p

-
-1
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(ATTACHMENT C3)

- FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STIDY

SCHOOL DISTRICT: DEERFIELD

__DATA_FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT (FORM A-16)

AGE GROUF 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75
*Resident Live 28 22 ‘ 20 26 19
Births ’ - '
Less Than 1 Year _ 20 17 16 13 21
Age 1 22 24 23 - 7720 24
2 15 25 .23 24 19
3 31 17 27 - 23 32
4 2% 38 22 28 29
5 : 23 26 38 t24 30
6 24 23 26 T 38 37
7 33 28 26 i 33 36
8 29 32° 26 \25 - 32
9 : 37 34 34 34 25
_ 10 o 28 40 21 36 30
IE _ - 11 o 31 27 44 35 . 38
12 ) 29 32 27 44 32
¢ 13- ~\ . 25 31 37 28\ 41
- 14 ' 28 24 34 38 26
15 25 32 & 34 38
16 27 24 23 25 32
, : 17 - 20 23 22 26 27
‘Through 18- .25 18 ) 25 17 5
Sub-Totals - o
0- 4 113 121 111 . 108 S12%
0- 5 - - 136 147 149 132 - 15%
5-11 - 205 210 225 225 . 228
12-13 - 54, 63 64 72 73 .
14-17 : 100 103 - 113 123 123
5-17 359 376 402 420 424
6-18 - 361 368 389 413 3599
1 .

Total 0-18 ' 497 515. 538 545 554

- *From Bureau of Vital Statistics Records

n\g
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~ (ATTACHMENT E3) 56

ENROLLMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS
DEERFIELD
”+
A
All slopes are given in people per year A
—~t
Total Population 4 '
-~ .
-
/
~
-
- ‘
-
/ L4
& Enrollment Grades 1-8
2
. -—
-7
— -
t - - 4
1st Grade Enrollment L ——
’_"_’_____———-“"——'Blrths : ' .
 ACTUAL _ PROJECTED ;
P N R R T SN ST TN T SN TR WA SRS M N R S T T
i ! 1 3 i IR} } | 4 1\ ] 1} LA i_ R ¥ !
7374 7576 77 .78 79 80
s

R
1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72

1 Year




Total Mo. of Chil-

Deen Ages 0-18

As OF:

Sept- 1,

Sept. 1, 1971
Sept. 1, 1972

- Sept. 1, 1975

Sept. 1,-1974

] |
Tuition To:
© Laster Seal
Ms.. Jacques

Moore Ctr. (MARC)

070

(Eligible for Vouchers)

(Fall Report)

Deerfield School District
Summary Dita Report

~School Census Informatinn (AL6)

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS PAROCHTAL — SCHOOLS OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS
Within  OQutside  Within Outside  Within  Outside
District District  District  District  District District
R A H N R

I e e 2

340 R o . 5

350 b ‘ 14

377 18

270 104 4 5

COMPARISON OF 19731974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

" (District's Present Public School Loading)

Consus — ADM Census Unrepeated-  Fall ADM

Total in Res.  Total State Lnrollment  in Attend,

Col. 566 Total - Col. 5-10 Registration  Total Total
3 375 392 281 ) B Y.

CONPARISON OF TUITION LNFORMATION (173-'74) =

(Dctérminétionfbf Res. Pupil Member)
thgh School  E

Manchester—Central
- Ravmond
Manchester Memorial
Coe-Brown Academy
Oyster River
Pembroke Academy
Manchester

Elen,  Mid/Jr. High lem, Mid/Jr. High High School -
] 1.8 -
B 1.0
1 1.0 |
e —17- | e
35 N 327
7 : .
it o 31.5
1 , 1.0
4.0
18,3

LG

(gd LNAWHODV.LLV) o :
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COMMUNITY OF.: -

//
HOLLIS

.

Hollis lies along the Massachusetts horder between Brookline and
Nashua and is bounded to the north by Milford, Amherst, and
Merrimack. It is 33.1 square miles and has a population of
2,998. It is still a predominately rural community with a dis-
tinct village center, but new homes and businesses are slowly
replacing apple orchards and farmland. :

The Hollis population is a homogenous one. 42.4% of the native
Americans were born in New Hampshire and more than 25% of its
residents have occupied the same home since 1249 or Parlier There
are no racial or ethnic minorities and only 1.1% are foreign born.

Nearly 10% of the emploved persons in Hollis earn their livelihood
as farmers, farm managers or farm laborers. This 'is more than
eight times the statewide figure of 1.2%. Professional, technical
and kindred workers comprise 23.7% of the town's work force in
~contrast to 8.4% throughout New Hampshire. '

At $10,549, the median family income in Hollis is nearly 3200 above
the state median. Five families earn $50,000 or more per year and.
.nearly one-fourth earn over $15,000 per year. However, 320 persons
in families fall below the poverty level* and 106 famllles receive
welfare or public assistance.

Hollis' 821 year round homes are nejfher'mgrkedly aboye nor below
those of the state. 87% are single family dwellings.

The educational level of Hollis residents 25 years and older is bhetter
than the state. 23.3% have graduated from or gone beyond college.
Only 3.6% have less than cighth grade schoollnq, while statewid« the
figure is more than twice as high.

The School Census report of September 1,_1974,"Shows a total of 774
children attending Hollis' three public schools. It also indicates
that 18 children attend parochjal schools outside the district, while
15 youngsters attend private 'pre-schools" within the dlstrlct and

five attend private schools outside the district. _
September, 19074, enrollment figures show 373 students .at the elementary
school (grades 1-5), 349 students a{ the mldd]e school (frddPS 6—8)

and_ 402 students at the high school (grades 9- 12) The enrollment °

. fighres for the middle and high schools 1nc1uded non-resident stu-
dédnts from Brookline (202), Nashua (9) and Hason (1) for a total of -
205 non-residents. Remov1nq these students frém the total enrollment
figure of 1,124 leaves 919 Hollis students dttendlnq public schools
within the dlStrlCt which does not at all compare with the 774 chil-
dren indicated on the census report. This variation has been noted

and is attributed to an incomplete census enumeration. ‘

Y

31



59
"Hollis

¥*Poverty Level:

families or unrelated individuals (except colleée
students in dormitories or members of the Armed
Forces in barracks) classified as being.beng the
poverty. level using the poverty index adoptéd by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969.
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School District: Hollis Community Profile
' Data Sheet

MIGRATION & POPULATICN STABILITYl
Total Native Pop. 1970 2410 Population Density 79.0 People/Square Mile
, : % Born NH 42.4 - ) .
% " North East 38.8 Population? 1974 3050
% " " Central 3.4 % Pop. Change 70-74 i6.7
. % " South ' - 2.9 % " " 60~70 52.1
% "  West 1.4
% " Other 11.1 Population Projections® 1980 5,100
% Pop. in same Res. " . " 1990 11,500
1949 or earlier 26.1 " ’ " 2000 " 20,500
School Age Population (0-18) for Year? '74-'75
Total Attending School 812 T

Total Not Attending for Various Reasons* 75

-

\. SCHOOL COMMUNITY- INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS®
\ : =
oo iy o
A. Estimated number of school-age children 5-17 ‘ : 774
B. Estimated number of disadvantaged school-age children 5-17 111
" C." Percentage of disadvantaged achool~age children 5-17 ’ 14.36 =
D. Estimated number of children ages '5-11 ‘ 416
E. Estimated number of children ages 12-13 _ 118
. F. Estimated number of children ages 14-17 : 240
G. - Estimated number of pre-school age children under five (5) : 226
H. School growth index (ratio of pre-s.hool age children ) _
under five (5) to school-age chi.dren 5-17) . 0.29
I. School-to-commUni;y load index (ratio of school-age children 5-17° ’
to the 18-64/ age group) : : 0.56
J. Total census area pbpulation ’ - 2616 . -
K. Percentage of census area population non-white ‘ . 0.19
L. Average number of persons per household ' 3.5
M. Percentage of children under 18 not living with a male parent - 4.40
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION \ '
Cost per pupil:6 Year '73-'74 Elementary $ 988.36
: ' Middle/Jr. High $§ 889.41
. High $1,120.88
Equalized Valuation per pupil:7 § 36,638 Year 1972 Pupils__ 1973-'74
Transportation To Contiguous . : Existing Alternative Progréms within
" ] 'y . P - - - -
& Other Partlclpatmng sttrlcts_ District. None: 1974~'75.
Allenstown 40 Merrimack 10 ‘ '
Brookline 5 Nashua 6
- candia " 39 Pepperell, MASS 6
Deerfield 44

Hooksett 35 ° . o
- 83




School District: Hollis Community Profile
(cont'd) p.2 Additional Information Data Sheet

1
Family Income (% of Families):’

Under | 1000-|2000- 3000~ 4000~ |5000- 6000- {7000~ 8000~ 19000~ {10,000 [12,000- |15, 000- 25,000-50,000
$1,00011999 12999 13999 (4999 5999 16999 |7999 {8999 (9999 |11,999 |14,999 |24,999 49,999 |or more
250 040 34 9.2 140 [ 4447108169707 T 158 118.0 159 | 0.7

J

Year Round Housing Uhits and Domicile Characteristics: !

!

4 Year| % UnitsJ % Units % Units-Shared|% Units-In- | % Units-No |% Unite]% Units-without |% Units-No
Round | Unheated Heated by |Bath or Nome |complete or |Piped Water Cold |Toilet or Shared | Shower or
Units Fire, Stove ‘ Shared Kitch- -~ Water Shared Shower

, i el A or Tub
B2l 0.9 5.9 6.7 2.0 L5 0.0 1.0 7.6

Percent of Year Round Units by Persons Per Room:l

50 or Less | .51 - .75 ] .76 - L0v! 101 = L.50] L.51 or Fore
50.2 1.1 0.2 | 4.1 W)

Percent of Persons 25 Years and Older by Years of School Completed:!

No School| Grs. 1-4 |Grs. 5-6 | Gr. 7| Gr. 8| Grs. $~11 | 6r. 12| Coll. 13| Coll. 4| Coll. 5 or More
0.5 0.7 1.0 | 1.4 7.5 | 14.8 3,3 16.6 18.5 1.8

Hou31nq Lacking Basic Fac111t1e58 v 2.9 ;,
% of Work Force Unemployed 4. ‘
Y Yearly Average Income of Weekly Wage
. O} Earner in Private Industry 8 § 4,477,00 - o

edian Pamily Incone 1 $10,549.00- -
Public Aid Per Capita 8 S ERY

LY

~

A
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(ATTACHMENT B4) . . 62

Hollis
Footnotes f« ' Community Profile Data Sheet
1. '"Proposal to Fund the Study & Planning cf the Educationzal

Voucher System in New Hampshire," July 12, 1974,

N

1974 Resident Population Figures prepared by the Office of
Comprehensive Planning, Concord, NH.

3. '"Population Projections of New Hampshire'" prepared by Anderson-
Nichols & Co., Inc. for N.H. Deparinant of Hesources & .
Economic Development, May, 1969. i

4. 1Individual district's school census reports, Férm A-16 for
1974-75. | :
5. "School and CommunityvIndicators,‘1970 Census'' preparaed under

contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 89-10 for~Title I,

ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of Educat*ion, State '

of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
December, 1972.

b

6. "Preliminary Costs per Pupil for purposes of 1974-75 Tuition,"

NHSDE Division of Administratibn, December 2, 1974.

7. "1972 Equalized Valuation per Pupil 1972-73 of New Hampshire
School Districts,'" NHSDE Division of Administration, June 11,
1974. ‘

8. ”Educatiohal Disadvahtage in New Hampshire' by Whittemore-

Abelson, 1975.°

*Reasons for not attending school: -
a) Excused by School Board, State Board of Education or
Commissioner of Educavion. E
b) Reached 14 or 16, comjlated elementary but not high school
c) Completed high sohool :
d) Reached—age 16 though not completed elementary school

o




- (ATTACHMENT C4)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUOY

SCHOOL DICTRICT: HOLLIS

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT (FORM A-16)

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75
*Resident Live 39 38 26 34 31
Births ‘ ’
Less Than 1 Year 36 22 3 21 5
Age 1 42 46" 30 18 27
2 35 46 30 39 2
3 50 - 44 50 40 39
4 37 49 ' 47 49 59
5 67 42 43 54 58
6 56 . 7 54 56 49
7 74 65 64 57 63
8 54 73 68 71 _ 49
9 66 61 82 73 81
20 60 .66 61 83 .. 67
1 57 - 59 69 56 © 85
12 2 46 71 75 76 72
13 77 .56 66 81 .79
S 14 53 ° 71 63 71 ~ 75 .
15 . 68 55 73 . 65 72
16 63 65 66 72 64
17 37 46 62 3 58 - 70
Through 18 ° 25 7 .65 63 49
§
Sub-Totals ‘ |
0- 4 200 207 160 167 152
0- 5 267 249 203 221 210
5-11 434 439 441 450 452
12-13 , 123 - 127 141 157 151
14-17 : 221 237 . 264 266 281
5-17 778 803 . - 846 873 884;
6-18 .- 736 768 868 $82 875
Total 0-18 ' 1003 1017 1071 1103 1085

N *From :Burcau of Vital Statistics Records

67 ‘ ) \‘\\
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7
EN: OLLMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS bV -
: - P °
. / o
HOLLIS - P
P
/O
All slopes are given in people per year >
+95.0 Ay
7 ~
/s ~
-~
Total Population -10.5

Enrollment Grades 1-8

People

.\ ) \
15t Grade Enrollment - N
~ \
~
~
~
-~
~
S :
\
ACTUAL _ PROJECTED '

.-—+__|-— . | S 1 i p 1 | I O ! [ § : 1 1 {a | l

N L i ] A | | i 1 1 L i T 1 1 T L
1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 6566 67 68 69 70 71 72 7374 75 76 77 78 79 80
o , : ‘ . o R |




No. of Chil-
Ages 0-18

1, 1570

1, 1971

1, 1972

1, 973

1, 1674
on To:

Ridge Sch.-Vt.
-~ Hope

esidents

oned From:
okline

shua (Parents Pay)

Hollis School District
Summary Data Report

School Census Information (AiG)

PUBLIC  SCHODLS PAROCHIAL  SCHOOLS OTHE PRIVATE SCHOOLS
Within  Outside Kithin Outside Within  Outside
District District District District NDistrict District

5 6 i 8 9 10

707 8 8

72 9 5

778 1 10 1

826 2 9 2 1

774 18 15 5

COMPARTSON OF 1975-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

(Eligible for Vouchers) (District's Present Public School Loading)

Census ADM Census Unrepeated Fall ADM
Total in Res. Total State Enrollment  in Attend.
Col. 566 Total Col. 5-10 Registration  Total Total

828 853.0 840 1126 1078 1045.3

COMPARISOY OF TUITION INFORMATION ('73-'74)

(Fall Report) (Determination of Res. Pupil Member

Elem. Mid/Jr. High  MHigh School Elem. Mid/Jr.High High School
, - 1
3 2. : 1.0
§0.9 110.0
0.4 4.0

(bd LNAWHOV.LLY)
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COMMUNITY OF

Hooksett's geographic locaticn set the direction for the town's

crowth.  Situated on the Merrimack River between Concord and Man-
chester. Hooksett's waterways, rails and road transportation i'v-2
rise in the 1800's to flourishing industrial activity. Once

canals and locks linked Boston. via t™e Charles River, and Concord,
New Hampshire; and the town was *hen the scene of much tourist and
business trade.

The r» are 37.1 square miles of land area in Hooksett. llanchester,
Auburn, Candia. Deerfield, Bow, Dunbarton, and Goffstown are its
bordering communities. Hooksett has 150.0 people per square mile
as compared to 81.7 overall for New Hampshire. It is the most
densely populated of the five towns seeking funds to establish

an oducation voucher demonstration.

A6, 2% of the native American residents of Hooksett were born in

New Hampshire and 18.1% of 'the total population have resided in

the same dwelling since 1949 or earlier. No Blacks or Spanish-

Americans are numbered among the 6,576 1nhab1tants but 3.8% of
' the population is foreign born. ) AN

Hooksett's emplovment profile reflects a concentration in bhusiness
and industry and the town's proximity to an urban center. 18.2%
of the employved persons co work of a clerical nature and 30.9%
work in tie industry related jobs of craftsmen, foremen. and non-
transport operatives. : '

-Hooksett families have a median income of 310,456, 51.9% of the
families have an income of between $10,000 and $25,000 per year.
Six families have earnirgs in excess of 350, 000.

313 persons in families are below the poverty level.* 266 families
and 10 unrelated persons receive public assistance or welfare bene-

fits. Q}éb 900 is expended for these purposes.
There are 1,677 yvear round housing units in Hooksett. Nearly 80%
are single family dwellings. The incidence of poorly accommodated

homes is somewhat less than that of the state.

11.97 of the Hooksett residents over 25 have completed ress than
an 8th grade education:; for the state that figure is 9.3%. - 52.5%
have -at least a hlgh szhool education while statewide the figure
i B57.6%.

e / . ‘ | N |
The _lHooksett schoyl district supports two elementary schools and one
junior high schoo Enrollments in September, 1974, for these ,
schools we.e: / Jr. High - 253 students, Fred C. Underhill Tlementary
(1-6) 393 stud:nts, and Hooksett Village Elementary (1-6) - 3G5

gl

El{lC ' o | 2 - :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Hookset t

students. Hooksett students at che secondary level attend, under
<hart term tuition contracts, the following schoels: Manchester
Central - 336 students; Manchester West - 41 students; Raymond -

1 student. and Pembroke Academy - 16 students. In addition, seven
clermentary, one junior high and one high school student attend
private schnols outside the district for which the district assumes
raition liability. This &..counts for a total of 1

age children artending publi

[S 4

1.405 school
lic schoo.s within or outside the dis-
ict »nd nine atiending private schools outside the di

strict.
The census report of September 1, 1¢74, indicates a total of 1,398
children attending public schools within or outside the district.
The difference of seven chilldren may be accounied for by either non-
residency or incompleteness'of census enumerztion. This report
also shows that 31 children' attend parochial schools within the
district. althougch there ar: none, arnd ¢l attend parochial schools
outside the district.

There' are 36 vre-schoolers attending private
schools within the district.!as are one 15 year old zand one 18 year
old. 232 children attend private schocls (pre-school or other) out-
side the district.

|

*Poverty Level: families or Unrelated individuals (except college
students in dprmitories or members of the Armed
Forces in bartracks classified as being below the
poverty level\using the poverty index acdopied by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969.

<



{ATTACHMENT B5) o8

Zchool District: Hooksstt Cenmunity Profile
Dzta Sheet

MICGRATION & POPULATION S"I.‘A.BILI'I‘Yl
Total kative Pop. 1970 5336 Populat:on Dersity 150.0 People/Square Mile
% Born NH 60.2 N - _—
$ " North East 22.7 Populacion Growth® 1974 6676 -
% " " Central 1.6 % Pop. Change 70-74 20.0%
% " South 1.5 s _ " " 60-70 49,9%
% "  West C.8
% " Other 13.2 Population Projections’ 1980 _ 14,000
.3 Fop. ir same Res. " " 1990 19,500 .
1949 or earlier 18.1 . " " 2000 24,000
School Age Populatior (0-18) for vear?d '74-175
Total Attending School 1562
Total Not Attending for Varicus Reasons* -35
SCHOOL COMMUNITY'INDICATORS/ 1970 CENSUS5
A. Estimated number of school-age childrem  5-17 ' ~14c¢1
B. Estimated number of disadvantage school-age children 5-17 271
C. Percentage of disadvantage school-age children 5-17 18.58
D. Estimated number of children ages 5-11 - . 857
E. Estimated number of children ages 12-13 ‘ o 225
F. Estimated number of chlldren ages 14-17 379
G. Estimated number of pre-school age children under five (5) o 502
H. School growth index (ratio of pre-schonl age children
under five (5) to school-age children 5-17) 0.34
I. School-to-community load index (ratio of school-age children 5«}7
to-the. 1B-64 age group) R ‘ 0.46
J. Total census area population : . 5564
K. Percentage of census area population non-white . \ __0.47
L. Average number of persons per household ' 3.5
M., Percentage of children under 18 not living with a male parent 5.15
. N _ —_—
ADDITION2L INFORMATION
Cost per pupil:6 Year '73-°7% Elementary $807 70
' Middle/Jr. High _$786.13 ‘
High $950.58 . ** -
Equalized Valuation per pugil:7 $ 36,031 Year 1972 Pupils  '73-'74
~/ / :
Transportation To Contiguous Existing Plternative Programs within
& Other Participating Districts District,” -
Miles Miles . _::  None: 1974-'75
Allenstown 7 Dunbarton 9 - T '
Aubura 12 Goffstown 10 Y
Bow ' 8 Hollis 38

Candia 13 Manchester, 6
Deerfield 22 ‘ e




District:

Hooksett

d) p.2 Additional Information

 Income (% of Families):1

'
1
|

Community Profile

Data Sheet

~ {7000~ {8000~

1000-]2000~|30QR< |4000- {5000~ |60C0 9000~ (10,000~ {12,000~ {15,000~ 25,000—[53,000_
11959 [2999 |3959 M99 |5299 (6999 [7999 {8999 |9999 (11,999 (14,999 [24,994 [49,9990F more

2.5 | 4.1 | %2 |11.7 | 3.0 |5.8 [6.8 [8.4 |8.6 23.2 [ 14.3 14.4 2.9 0.4
ound Housing Unitg’ and Domicile Characteristics: 1
1% Units | % Units % Units-Shared|% Units-In- ’§'Uﬁi§§-No* $ Units|$ Units-without |$% Units-No

Unheated Heated by ! Bath or None |complete or |Piped Water |Cold Toilet or Shared | Shower or

lire, Stove - Shared Kitch- | Water Shared Shower
. en or, Tub
0 2.7 4.6 2.6 0.7 2.9 1.1 1.7
it of Year Round Unitélby Persons Per Room:l
- Less | .51 ~ .75 | .76 - 1.00{1.01 - 1,50| 1.51 or More
8 17.7 24.4 6.3 1.9
't of Persons 25 Yearsband Older by‘Years of School Compléted:1
ool| Grs. 1-4 (Grs. 5-6 | Gr. 7 | Gr. 8 | Grs. 9-11 | Gr. 12| {(oll. 1-3| Coll, 4| Coll. 5 or More
> 1.9 4.7 4.5 17.8 18.0 33.2 10.1 6.6 2.6 -
) |

g Lacking Basic Facilities® v 2.8
jork Force Unemployed 8 4.2
s Average Income of Weekly Wage = .
ier in Private Industry 8 $_8,241.00
) Family Income 1 $10,456.00
- Aid Per Capita 8 $ 6,75

GO

(g€ INTWHOVLLV)
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Hooksett

Footnotes for Community Profile Data Sheet

1. "Proposal to Fund the Study & Planning of the Educational
Voucher System in New Hampshire,' July 12, 1974.

S

1974 Residentipopulation Figures prepared by the Office of
"Comprehensive Planning, Concord, NH.

3. "Population Projections of New Hampshire'" prepared by Anderson-
Nichols & Co., Inc. for N.H. Department of Resources &
Economic Development, May, 1969.

4. Individual district's school census reports, Form A-16 for
1974-75.

5. "School and Community Indicators, 1970 Ceusus' prepared under
contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 83-10 for Title 1T,
ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of Education, State
of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
December, 1972, ‘

oo i

6. "Prellmlnary Costs per Pupil for purposes of 1974-75 Tuition,™
NHSDE Division of Administration, December 2, 1974. ,f'

7. ”1972 Equalized Valuation per Pupil 1972-”3 of New Hampshire
School Districts," NHSDE Division of Administration, June 11,
1974.

8. '"Educational Disadvantage in New Hampshire" b, Whittemore-

Abelson, 1975. .

" *Reasons for not attendlng school

a) Excused by School Board, State Board of qucatlon or
Commissioner of Educatlon

b) Reached 14 or 16, compleued elementary but ‘not high school.

c) Completed high school

d) Reached age 16 though not completed elementary school

**¥Calculated from individual district's Financial Report 1477.10
Account and "Determination of Resident I'ipil Membership."

PN
N




( ATTACHMENT C5)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHQQL DISTRICT: HOOKSETT

DATA FRCOM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT (FORM A-16)

i

AGE GROYP 70;71 - 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75

*Resident Live 86 92 - 65 70 75
Births

Less Than 1 Year 80 .87 62 438 71

Age 1 100 88 94 55 73

2 74 94 104 77 838

3 116 90 106 103 99

4 108 116 97 102 120

5 122 99 121 113. 115

6 133 128y 112 112 118

7 141 133 130 109 129

8 118 134 137 135 121

9 130 1-:09 143 : 127 133

10 . : 128 142 113 135 141

11 120 121 145 120 135

| 12 ) 112 121 119 136 108

T 13 - 115 - 109 123 111 146

14 128 114 120 - 117 135

. 15 80 104 118 115 120

16 98 - 89 110 129 107

17 . 63 81 100 101 103

Through 18 61 47 76 60 43
Sub-Totals

- 0- 4 478 475 " 463 385 451

0- 5 ' 600 574 584 498 566

5-11 892 866 901 851 892

12-13 227 230 242 247 : 254

14-17 369 : 388 ’ 448 462 465

5-17 - 1488 1484 1591 1560 1611

6-18 - _ 1427 1432 1546 1507 1539

Total 0-18 2027 2006 2130 2005 2105

*From Burecau of Vital Statistics Records

v 3
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72
ENROLLMENT AND POPULATION PRCJECTIONS . /
. / - :
HOOKSETT / _ - i
. L
/ .
/ [ J
All slopes are given in people per. year
N
-26.7
N
N\
N
N
in
Enrollment Grades 1-8
N
, _ \\ -4.57
. 1st Grade Enrocllment . AN
= N
3] BN
o TN
N
~N
—’//
// .
—’/
ACTUAL } PROJECTED
! iL .1 } 1 { § [ | ”l N |l |-J I l ] 1 ! 1
11 1 1 1 1 — 1 i 1 — 1 1 T | R T
76 77 78 79 80

1958 59..60 61

IToxt Provided by ERI

Year

99

1
62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71. 72 73 74 75



Total No. of Chil-
dren Ages 0-18

As Of:

Sept. 1, 1970

Sept. 1, 1971

Sept. 1, 1972

Sept. 1, 1973 -~
Sept. 1, 1974
Tuition To:

Pine Haven

5§ for R. Derry
 Faster Seal

- Crotched Mt,
Amoskeag Schoo]

Manchester Rehab(MARC).

Pembroke Acsdemy
Amer. Sch.-Deaf
Manchester
Non Residents
Tuitioned From:
Auburn

Candia (Parent Pay)

. Hooksett School District

Sumiary Data Report

E]

School Census Information (Al16)

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS ~ PAROCHIAL  SCHOOLS  OTHER  PRIVATE SCHOOLS
Within  Qutside Kithin Qutside  Within  Outside
District District  District District  District District
58 ! ] 5 n
981 - 277 116 14 16
970 326 _ 109 10 §
1005 499 2 85 41 3
1176 02 A 5 w2
1167 LK 3l 61 40 32

COMPARTSON OF 1975-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

(Fligible for Vouchers)

(District's Present Public Scheol Loading)

Census  ADM ~ Census Unrepeated - Fall ADM
Total ~1in Res. Total State Enroliment  in Attend.
Col. 566 Total Col. 5-10  Registration  Total Total

1378 14202 10 1050 1039 10317

COMPARISON OF TUITION INFORNATION ('73-'74)

(Fall Report)
Elem.  Mid/Jr. High
)

3.0
2.0
3.0
1.0

—_ D — —— I~ T

1.0

1.0

0.4

(Deternination of Res. Pupil Member
High School Elem,

Mid/Jr. High High School

12.9

367.9

(SdI LNIWHDOV.LLYVY )

€2
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EDUCATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

The necessity to define aiternative follows from the concgpt
of "choice" as defined elsewhere. 1In the N.d. Voucher Model each
parent must be able to choose education for his child. In order
to choose, there must be more than one schooi; consequently, there
must be an alternative school, or better yet, many échool options.
The duestion is what constitutes this '"alternative” or, more pre-
cisely, this "alternative school."! -

All_parents must be able to send their children. to an approved
public or private non-sectarian school other than the local néigh-
borhood school to which the children are presently assigned or
assignable. This means that the voucher value must be sufficiéntly
~high so that the wvoucher will cover %he total cost (tuition and i.
transportafion) of atteﬁding at least two such'approved schoois.| It

does not mean nor imply that thue voucher has to cover the cost of

attendance at more than two alternative schools although it may.

TN Ipalternative as used in these position papers when referring
-to a school (or as otherwise used) applies specifically to sup-
pliers or sellers of educational services. To use the language of
RSA-194, the parent must be able to choose between, at least, two
"eligible providers." An alternative exists if the voucher provides
the parent with the option of sending his child to more than one
"eligible provider." No further reference or elaboratioa need be
made to staff, program, or facilities. It is assumed that at least
two such autonomous eligible providers is sufficient to generate a
supply response in terms of such variables as staff, curriculum,
and facilities--if the strength of demand should so warrant.
Alternative is not used, when applied to schools, to refer to
"alternative schools" in the. restricted technical sense of a
school’ which offers an educational program opposed to the usual con-
ventional curricula which are not customarily available in most
public and private schools.

1u3




The voucher value should cover the total educational expense
of the student at-two or more approved schools within the geo-
graphical area for which free transportation is already publicly
provided. The alternative approved schools in such event,_however,
must actually be schools as elsewhere previously defined, i.e.,
they must be so recognized or accepted by the State Board of
Education. A school district will give parents sufficient voucher
dollaf;‘so that they can effectively choose an approved school
other than the neighborhood school, regardless of whether the local
school is organized into special programs, exotic groupings, or
what have you.

‘On the other hand, a community may meet the "alternative school" -
requirement by creating, or by continuing to‘maintain, at least two
State Board recognized public schdols of the same grade level inv
the local community. These sehools;need not be geographically:
separated, although they may ‘and probably will be. Two duly consti-
tuted approved schools might possibly sinare some joiht physieal
facilities and some staff. The important criterion whereby to judge
the existence of two alternative schools is his cach as capable as
the other in every aspect of reacting independently to parental
demand. in terms of pereonnelj‘currieuium, staff, and facilities?@"

’ No district is required to operate two such independent schools--
or even one. All that is required is that the-district's Veucher

plus the provision fer free transportation be sufficient to allow

the parent to choose between at least "two recognized schools somewhere
within the U.S., either locally or distantly. Where alternatives

are provided outside the.diStrict, the question of independence is

moot. . ' :

1ot |
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EDUCATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

Purposexl

The New Hampshire Educaticn Voucher Model préscribes that
parents be afforded choice between two alternétives for each child
for eduéation at public or pfivate non-sectarian schools.

Although the Model states that these alternatiées may be
selected from a full range of public and private non-sectarian
schools in the United States which meet with the approval of the
New Hampshire State Board Of.Education; it was felt tﬁat a suffi-
cient number of alternatives could be identified amohg the schools

in the voucher district and in those districts contiguous to the

voucher district.

Procedure

In order to brovige voucher parents with an awareness of the
existing alternatives for public and private non-sectarian educa-
tion within théir own voucher districts and in those districts con-
tiguous.to the voucher district, we identified the schools in ques-
tion (See Attachment G), queried them through their superintendents
and local boards as to their willingness to accept voucher Studeﬁts,
and requested that they complete a school descyiptive statéheﬂélr

The SChOOl_descriptive statement (See Attaéhment H) was deve-
loped to facilitate the collection of data from which descriptive
statements of educational alternatives could be "drawn for parents.

The school descriptive Statoﬁént was reviewed and critiqued by

the superintendents of the voucher district, our staff, and con-
sultants. )

105
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The gchool descriﬁtivé statements will be mailed to principals
1N S. -

under z cover letter indicating our willingness to assist them if

‘they so desire. Upon receibt 6f the completed statements at our

office. a narrative s-atement %iil be written summarizing the

important facts about the school.

School administrators and teachers in the vducher &i;trict
schools will review the descriptive summary as written by our staff
and be provided an opportunity for whatever update or corr: :tions
they deem necessary. B |

In Fhe contiguous district schéols,'the review, update/correc-
tion will bg done by administrators only.

A collgction of thése narrative descriptors will be bcund in
a catalog for presentation to parents from which they will choose

the alternative for their child.

This summary for each school will include:

'
-

GENERAL INFORMATION - sciool -name, address, phone number,
principal's name, date school was founded or built, capacity
of the school, grade levels contained in the school and
whether the school is public or private, non-sectarian, tuition.

ADMISSIONS CRITERIA - a statement of the school's admission's
criteria, if any. : SN .

ORGANIZATION OF THE SCHOOL - traditional, open, individualfxed.

GOALS OF THE SCHOOL -

SPECIAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES - guidance,'tutoring, speech
therapist, etc.

-

'EDUCATIONAL POLICIES - grading, ability groupings, homework.

CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES - field trips, clubs, organizations.

STAFF DATA - instructional, administrative and special,
experience, degrees, turnover.

STUDENT EVALUATION - tyve of, frequency, parent involvement.

PARENT /SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT - PTO, volunteers.

PHYSICAL FACILITIES - gymnasium, cafeteria, music room, etc.

../ ' <
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RESULTS

As of this writing, of the eleven superintendents contacted

(by mail, phone, and personally\ n ir New Hampshire and one
/ . . .'. . . . ‘.
/ in Massachusetts--in regard the principals of approx-
/ ‘ - ) . .

imately 70 public schools lu .aions in contiguous distric. o,

|
. ! . )
ninel superintendents have respcnded.

v of the nine responding' - \

;o '.-—Lwo have granted blanket perm1ss1on to survey the princi-
/ * pals in their union. S .

il

--one indicated that he would consider rece1v1ng students
on avcase by-case basis at one high school only in his
district--the other schools’ elementary:through high
‘school, are overcrowdedi . : : /

~-two ‘denied perm1ss1on because ‘of ex1stJng overcrowded con-!
dltlons -and/or 1oca1 board pollcy not to\accept tuition
students ‘ .
--the remalnlng super1ntendents hawe acknowledged our Trequest
but must_await a decision by thefr*local .boards which we
ant1c1pate before the end of August. SR .

A d1rect request for completlon of the school descr1ptqve
,/ Statcment is belng made to the dlrectors of- the private- oChOOlo
both in the voucher d1str1ct as, we11 .as those contlguous

Contact was made with the super1ntendent of the Dlocese of

Manchester re1at1ve to part1c1patlon in the prOJect Due to the

fact that Sec rlan 1nst1tutlons w111 not be . allowed to part1c1pate,
.1t was - felt that requestlng‘compl%tlon of the school descr1pt1ve
statement at th1s t1me.wou1d be an 1mpos4tlon on the local school

adm1n1strators within the Diocese.

CONCLUSION \ . . ‘ [ T
— S : : . - - T
The school descr1pt1ve statements and the form letters‘to T

i

prlnclpals have been pr1nted and. w111 be d1ssem1nated to those




S

p;lnClpdls for which 'we, received permission during the fmrst

\

week of August and thereafter upon additional rece1pt of
permlss1on from super1ntendents.
Needless to 'say, we are in the hope of receiving positive

i

responses from the superintendents who . local boards;have not

met as of this date Assumlng such & positive response, we

ant1c1pate P complete turnaround from d1ssem1nat10n of the

school descr1pt1ve statements to ,the pr1nc1pals receipt of the

/

completed statements from the principals and the return to them -

for review our summary statement by the end of September - The

'principals, et al, w111 return the1r corrected copy to us where

we will retain it on file until further updatlng is requested

" of @hem durlng the ‘spring of 1976,

.parents in the voucher d1str1ct [

l

Th1s _copy Wlll then be printed for d1ssem1nat10n among the

1
]
L 5
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(ATTACHMENT G)

Contiguous Districts | !
Public Schools - New Hampshire

' DISTRICT

Amherst .

- Auburn -

Bow

Brooklinéb

'Chester'

Dunbarton

Epsom

Goffstown

Manch%;tér

\ .
Vo

SCHOOL , , ‘GRADES

'ADMINISTRATOR
SU #41 - Roland L. Schoepf, Supt. - HOLLIS
Clark ’ 1-2 Richard Elbert
Harold H. lkins 3-4 Richard Elbert
Middle © 5~7 Paul D. Collins
su #1i. b i R. Cawley, Supt. - HOOKSETT
Village . 1-8

SU #19 - Antonio G. Paradis,

Bernard T. Cote

Supt. — GOFFSTOWN

Memorial S K-9

SU #41 - Roland L. Schoepf,

John 7. Lyvford

Supt. - HOLLIS

Elementary i-6

SU #14 - Francis C Wllson

Richard Maghakian

Grammar 1~ 8

N

SU #19 - Antonio G. Paradis.,

Supt. - EPPING o
i Arthur G, Scott, Jr.

Supt. - GOFFSTCWN

Elementary © 1-6

SU #53 - Gerald A. Croteaﬁ,

William Zeller

Supt. - PEMBROKE

8 Raymond Bourque

Supt. - GOFFSTOWN

Robert O. Moulton
Sp. William d. Brendle
Leon J. Cote
Sp. Wayne L. Evans

Supt . - MANCHESTER

Central _ : Ung., 7-
SU #19 - Antonlo G Paradis,
High ' 7~ 12
Upper Elementary 5-6',
Bartlett v 1-4
Maple .Avenue 1-4,
SU #37 - Henry J. McLaughlin,
Central High - 9-12
Memorial High - 9-12
West High " 9-12
Hillside Jr. "High - 7-8
Parkside Jr. High - “6-8
Southside Jr.~High =~ 7-8"
Ash Street ' Special’
Bakersville’ K-6
Brown Primary . K-2
Brown Middle . 3-5
Chandler ' K-6
Goffe's Falls-Highland K-6
Gossler Park K-5
Green Acres K-6
Hallsville K-6 -
Jewett K-6
Maynard Sp. .
Parker-Varney 1-6
Pearl Street . K-3

109

‘William A. Burns
Leonard F. Foley

. Charles J. Quinn
George R. Campbell

Arthur B. W itmore -
William. A/ Varkas
. Joseph G. /Flynn\ S

,Sp. \Robert L. Horan
Rose Masavage
John White -
James F. McKeon
Jeanette Sdigh
Anastas S. Christo
John E. Devine

" William P. Shea
Chester B. Brach
Fran01s X Lark1n
‘Henry ' J. McTague
_Jamns”F ~MeKeon

T gy
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(ATTACHMENT G)

Contiguous-Districts (cont d)
Public Schools - New Hampshire

dJr

DISTRICT SCHOOL GRADES ADMINISTRATOR
Manchester . o
Smyth Road K-6 Michael J. Murphy,
Straw / K-6 Dudley W. Walsh
Varney. K and Conrad Fortin
Webster K-6 Walter L. Mahan
Weston - K-6 Roger A. Guillemette
Wi : ‘ . John QO'Malley
sville 15 Roger A. Guillemette
Cetoer City Communlty K-6 Edward Ganem
Merrimack SU_#26 ~ Claude H Leavitt, Supt - BEDFORD
' High 9-12 H. Dank Taylor
. Mastricola Middle 6-8- Ralph Smith, - Jr.
‘James Mastricola C o
*  Elementary . .~ .1-5,Sp. Paul Lashua

*

¢ Reed's Ferry -1-5,Sp. Kenneth Taylor
~Thornton's:Ferry 1-5,Sp. - Chester Buck
Milford SU #40 - Julius J. D' Agostlno Supt. - MILFORD
: Area Senior High 9-12 Ronald R. Berry
Area Junior High " 7-8 James R. Stetson
Garden Street 1-2 .Doris R=bidue
Lt. Jacqgues Memorial 3-4 Doris Rebidue “
Bales Elementary. 5-6." Doris Rebidue
" Nashua SU #42 - Berard Masse,.Supt. - JASHUA
Senior High 9-12  Thomas Stylianos
Fairgrounds Jr. High - 7-8 Lawrence E. O'Mara
Spring Street. Jr.. High 7-8 Charles Cote -
Amherst Street ‘ 1-6 Joan Murphy .
Arlington Street 1-6 Joan Murphy
Birch Hill 1-6 -Phyllis R. Bryant
Broad Street 1-6 Nicholas /Kontinos
Charlotte Avenue 1-6 Walter Téohig
James B. Crowley( 1-6,Sp. Thomas M Huskie, Jr.
Fairgrounds Elementary - 1-6 .Katherlne E. Sweeney
Ledge Street 1-6, Uny George, Farris
Main Dunstable 1-6 Peter kagellery
Mt. Pleasant . 1-6 Glorla/Egan
New Searles Road 1-6 Mary C{ Small
Sunset Heights . 1-6,Sp. Charles Katsohis
ﬁ-Temple Street l—6,Sp._Willi m Volante -
Nottingh:m SU #44 -~ Charles H. Morgan Supt - FARMINGTON
- Elementary .. 1-8 Charles C. Karacas
Northwood SU #44 - Charles H. Morgan,” Supt —AFARMINGTON
Elementary 1-8

- Thomas Conway -

IS
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Contiguous Districts (cont'd)
- Public Schools - New Hampshire

DISTRICT SCHOOL ' GRADLES ADMINTSTRATOR
Pembroke: SU #53 - Gerald A. Croteau, Supt., - PEMBROKE
' Elementary 4-8 Rene Demers
Hill. _ . . 1-3,Sp. Rene Demers
Pembroke Academy - 9-12 William H. Marston
Raymond SU #15 - David R. Cawley, Supt. - HOOKSETT
. .~ Consolidated High 7-12 John J. Callaghan
Consolidatc i Elementary 1-6 . Edward Donovan

. Approved Public Academies - .. oo N
Northwood Coe-Brown Academy. - ~ 9-1}2  B. Lee Mason

Voucher Distri ' = . :
~Public Schools - New lHampshire

DISTRICT 53iCHOtG), - ADDRESS GRADES ADMINISTRATOR

Allenstown 3 - Gerald A. Croteau, Supt. - PEMBROKE
“cistown Elementary School- -
~ ..U South Main Street
m-nok, NH 03275

I, 1. 485-9574 1-5 ,
‘ E -John Larkin

IN=Se ELementary.Schdol
10 Sc..oo0l Street
“uncock, NH 03275

1,

1. 185-4474 6-8 ‘ C
- B . . John Larkin
Candia . SU _#7 - David R. Cawley. Supt. - HOOKSETT
S Moor: =chool o -~ .
Curd. o, NH 03034 . I
Te . <33-2251 , 1-8 : S :
Timothy L. Sweerney
Deerfield SU =53 - Gerald A. Croteau, Supt. - PEMBROKE
‘ . - Ge~+-e B. White School o ‘
Teeriield, NH 03037 -
o Cel . 136-7422 - 1-8 . .
2 S f Frederick Champion
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N
‘Voucher Districts {cont'd)
. Public Schools -~ New Hampshire

DISTRICT 4 SCHOOL - ADDRESS GRADES ~ ADMINISTRATOR

SU #41 - Roland L. Schoepf, Supt. - HOLLIS

Hollis

Hnoksett4

Tel. 465-2223 G-8

Hollis Elementary School
Hollis, NH Q§O49
Tel . 465—2260_ > 1-5

Hollis»Middle School
Hollis, NH 03049

Hollis High“School
Hellis, NH- 03049 S
Tel. 465-2270 . - 9-12

L

SU #15 - David R. Cawley,. Supt.

~ HOOKSETT

Gordon Bean

A .
Robert McGettigan

Bruce Morrison

{

Fred C:. Underhill School
Martins Ferry Road
Manchester,”  NH 0310¢

Tel. 623-7233 ... 1-6

‘Hooksett Memorial School
D.W. Highway

Haoksett, NH 03106
Tel. 485-9959 . - ; 7-8

Hooksett Village School
Hooksett, NH 03106

. Tel. 485-9890 . 1-6

Geprge P.;Suliivan

John H. McCarthy III

Frederick Reischer

112
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Contiguous letrlcts
Approved non«publlc elementary and secondary schools ~ New Hampshlre

N

DISTRICT SCHOOL " GRADES  PRINCIPAL

f
Manchester ) The Derryfield School 7-12 Ralph J. Scozzafava
Miss Jacques Prlvate K-8 Aliette Jacques
School ,
\F H. Youth Development 7-10 Michael Morello
Centex : : ' 2
Nashua ' Mautabon School - 9-12 Ruth B. McKay
Nashua Christian High = 7-9 Georvo ! h
School .
Northwood . Northwood Chrlstlan 1-6 Robert E Chandler
School
. Suncook: - Pembroke Place 7-12 _ Ernest L. \Ereeman

Approved non-public special education sohools and programs

DISTRICT SCHOOL | ' PRINCIPAL
Manchester Easter Seal Rehab. Ctr. °, ‘Larry Gammon
> ' *Miss. Jacques Private ' ' _
/Schbol - , . . Aliette Jacques
Nashua **Moun ! Hope School- : "Jon C. Gale-

1

*Approved for Mentally Retarded and Learnlng Disabled only .
**Approved for Tducable Mentally Retarded and lralnable Mentally
Retarded only.

Approved developmeht centers in N.H. servicing the hdndicapped in
conjunction with the office of mental retardation ' "

Manchester - Manchester Associati'n; For Beverly’Arel, Exec.
: ' Retarded Children-Mgore Center Director

“Nashua . : Mount,Hope.Development Ctr. Jon C. Gale, Director

A

Apr -nved work activity programs in N.H. serv101ng the handlcapped 1n“
~cor junction w1th the office of mental retardgtlon :

Manchester'u Uanchester Association for Re- Beverly_Arel, Exec.. -
\ , $ tarded Phlldrem—Moore Center: Director ,
- ! .
Mount Hope Rehab. Work§DOp~-~u ‘Gardner Conley, Dir. ™

1i3




-85

Contiguous Districts

(ATTACHMENT G)

Public Schools - Massachusetts

DISTRICT

Ashby

Pepperell

Townsemd Harbor

-~

SCHOOL & ADDRESS GRADES ADMINISTRATOR’

North Mlddleqex Regional School District - Charles
E. Fox, Acting Superintendent

Ashby Elementary School Alan Foresman
Ashby, MA 01431 K-6

North Middlesex Regional School District - Charles
E. Fox, Acting Superintendent

.Clavra M. Shattiek qhhnnl William Smith
Main Street ' : .
Pepperell, MA 01463 1,2,4 o B "

- Groton Street School : William Smith

“Groton. Street -
‘Groton, MAl¢01463' ' 1-2

‘No—th MiddlesexbReg: Wiliiam Smith

Xindergarten
“arbell Street |

?epperell_'MA 01463 . K Vo
Peter Fltzpatrlck Schoo¢ _; ' Williéh:Smith
w»« Main Street - - ‘ '
yepperell, MA .01463 1,3,4,5,6
Spau.ding Memorial School Norman May
Main Street E .
- Pepperell, MA 01463 k-6

North MiddlesexﬁRegional School District - Charles
E. Fox, Acting Superintendent

-

North Middlesex Regional Robert Hargraves .
Jr. - Sr. High School - S

Main Street 7-12

Townsend Harbor, MA 01469

!

[
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Instructions: Please react to the following statem:T

(ATTACEMENT H) 86

EDUCATION VOUCHERS STUDY/PLANNING PROJECT

’

SCHCOL DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT

as they ‘l.te |

5.

your school for the -chool year 197«-.

*NAME :

*(individual éompleting this form) date completed

GENERAL INFORMATION

I.
- Schcol Name: _
.Schocl Address:
. , '. L%
School Phone Number (s): .
School Administrator:
‘Date when school was founded or built:
School Sponsor: : _i.e.; non-profit organiza-
o ; ' ,- - tion, public board, reli--
S o gious organization -
CII. STUDENT .COMPOSITION ol i

+

A. The school.is (check one) coed , all boy ° ,all girl .

.
ag

B. The current student enrollment by grade or age is as follows:

prcrsch601 ) _ age or 7
‘ ~ (enrollment) (classes)
age or X 7 - age or 8
iqage orki ~age or S
k age or 2 age or 10
'agé or éf. aée 6rvii
L age or 4 aie or 2
age or 5
age or 6 ) TCTALZ

C. The average class size _s

studenzs.

fwct
o

(number)




87 ' o %’_ /
-School Descriptive Statement

D. Identify far*ors that determine cla: “ize.

(1)

(2)

|
(3)

E. The total pupil éapacity of the school is
o (number)
F. The school program could expand to accept more students.

¢ (1) Circle one. ° TRUE FALSE

(2)_If TRUE, identify how mény more students could be accepted

G. The school ‘serves a "speciél" student pophlation..

v - o

(1), Circle one. TRUE> FALSE
(2) If TRUE, the type is __handicapped T
(check here) (number)
; ' gifted ’

Ca

other,-idquify s .

B

H. Plans are now in.process for increasing or decreasing student enrollment.

A

~

(1) Circle one. ?RUE' - FALSE {increase ,deérease

-

N
B

{2) If_TRUE,,pléase identify whether increase or decrease will result and f

why this shift is occurring.

: ‘ ‘ - o |

III. ° ADMISSIONS CRITERIA S - /
_'A. This school has admissions criteria. .,. /
(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE R I

' (2) If TRUE, please list criteria. - f‘

.

R

ot
b

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



School Descriptile Statement (ATfACHMENT H) : : 88

\
{

B. This school has an admissions waiting list.
}

(1) Cigcle one. TRUE FALSE

(2) Idéntify.number .
IV. - FACILITY :

3

ey

A. Please identify which of the following facilities are available at your

school:
auditorium . outdoor play area science lab
__gym “indoor play area language labs
. cafeteria music room . __vocational shops

library art room : general classrooms
conference rooms ' ‘other

Other comments on facility:

V.  SCHOOL STAFFING
A. Please note the number of school instructional staff: full-time _

' L}

part-time

-

- (1) Please note the number of school administratprs'oh-staff:

" full-time B . lpart-time .

(2) Please note the number of spec1a11sts and" type of specialist
on staff and whether they are part -time or full time:

-tratlve pOSlthﬂS - i.e., state certlflcatlon, degrees, spec1a1 skllls,

{

etc.

C. Pl:=zase noteithe number of teachers and admlnlstratorq that are currently on .
th= school staff with: FULL TIME PART-TIME

~pecial credentials -

T achelors o

=achelors plus;graduate work
= " Masters ' : .

¥asters. plus graduate ‘work I _ ~ L

o " Doctorate -

ERIC 147

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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School Descriptive Statement : "\

U

D. ' Teachers are generally hired (check one):

1) on a renewable one-year contract
2) on a contract for more than one-year
3) without an employment contract
4) other (identify) .

E. Please indicate the average teacher turnhover per year.

( ___average number per year) S i

F. Please list the number of support personnel:
& : FULL-TIME . PART-TIME
clerical - '
custodial .
other '

1

G. Please describe the teacher or school staff evaIUatiqn process. (Please
address who evaluates whom and how often.)

VI. SCHOOL FINANCE

\‘-

A. PleaSe.giVe the annual. student tuition for your school,s - .
B. Indicate if ybur school éwardsAscholarS@ips. Circle Oﬁe: zgg ﬁg
C. Please indicate thefannual per puéil cost of eapcation (estimated)$_

D. .Please idéntif?lincbme sources .and amount.

Total annual income:

f‘h*"mm'" ST s from.léEEiﬂﬁgﬂiic support o
T - R (school "board). - Lt
$ from tuition ) -

;

$ from government funds: (federal)

/ g (state)

S from éndowment

. !

.$:from,foundations

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



School Descr:ptlve Statement ' ] . : ) ‘
R - . (ATTACHMENT H) : S 20
$ from school - -sponsored
events

$ from other sources

E. Please indicate total.monies spent in school 1974-1975, $

JIT. TRANSPORTATION

A. Please identify the transportation policy for your school. (Attach, if
lengthy document.) ’

e

B. Please indicate type and number of students using the following:

L.

(Please check) ~_walk to school . o (number)

private carrier
(school coordinated)

: publlc carrier

' parent provided

student provided

C. Please indicate the annual per pupil cost for transportation 'S

/4

[II.  SCHOOL/PROGRAM GOALS '
. \ : 5
_ A. Every school has ebucational priorities or goals for its pupils. Please
, : select the five priorities you consider to be .the most -important for the
' " school.” You will no doubt want to choose more than five, but in order for
that comparison to.be made, it would be most helpful to limit yourself to
the five you consider to be most important for the pupils.

Pupils mustAﬁaster the basic academic-studies (reading, math, etc.).
. P .

Y

PupilsAmhst be helped to reach thgir maximum individual ability.
Pupils détermine in large part what they want to learn.. N
Students are helped to become physically & mentally Healthy.

: ! .
Students are taught moral and social behavior (fespect, reliabil—
ity, courtesy, obedience, etc.). :
Pupils are involved in making dec151ons and learning .self disci-
. pline. . S .
- Students'. individual talents and abilities are identified and
purtured. ‘ .

; ’- o - S | 15) N o C



Séitol Descriptive Statement
Pupils are taught good citizenship and potriotism.
Chilaren are given a sense of self-confidence and self-pride.
Pupils are given substantial help with:foading. |
_;;;Lﬁtudents are prepared for higher education and college;
Students are propared for a uséfui vocation or career.
Pupils are taught how to study. ."m“ . ‘ L /
~ ____Pupils are tauoht to cooperate'énd heip each other.

Pupils are motivated to enjoy and pursue léarning.

Pupils are involved in community service.

Pupils are encouraged to experiment and make choices.
Pupils are helped to complgte a rigorous standard curriculum.

Students are taught to adjust to a democratic society.

Students. are taught to think, question, and take ihitiativef

N G A B . .

B. Plcase identify the specific measurement tools the school uses/to judge
these objectives. : :

s

C. Please characterize the organization of the school's classrooms, e.g.,
traditional: where students sit in the same place and teachers direct

v- most. of the activities, open: where students don't always Sit.in the

same seat and both teachers and students direct the activities, other:

identify. —

»

D. Please descrlbe the policy for placing students in clabsrooms,-l e., class-
' rooms. are homogeneous, heterogeneous, etc. -

¢

\)‘ o B . - .' "

[ERJ!:" : o o ' '].2().—" ' o .;}'q
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School Descriptive Statement

.

E. Please describe the method and materials for teaching reading.

. E. Please describe the mefhdd for teaching math.

~l,‘...!

IX. STUDENT EVALUATION

A. Students are given written exams.

Al 1,

(1) Circle one. TRUE - FALSE

(2) If TRUE, indicate how often.

B. Exams are: (check items applicable)

- téacher—prepared

standardized S ~

other (identify - )

~

C. 1Identify subject areas in which standardized exams are used.

A
D.  Results of standardized ! ‘de known to: (check items if applicable)
parents teachicrs _stud ts administrators

(1) Please indicate disseminai .on process.

" J - | | o121 A -
ERIC L L S
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School Descriptive Statement

E. Describe other methods of measuring pupil progress durlng the year , i.e.,

teacher obsérvation, self-evaluation.

F. Comprehensive program evaluations are performed each year.

(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE

(2) If TRUE, indicate Low evaluated.

G. Please identify special programs offered by the school, e.gq., guidance,

health, tutoring.

23

H. Please indicate spec1al services available at or through the school,
psychologist, speech therapist.

e.qg.,

I. Please describe school policies regarding:

grading and report cards

homework 4 \ . .

promotion to next grade

detention and suspension

X. _EXTRA CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

A. Please identify ac 'vi ~Ju! ‘ganizations available to the stu-

dents at your = °

EI{IC . - - 1d2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



School Descriptive Stat.™

(ATTACHMENT H) - v Tl 94
\\ N
- \
XI.  : ARENT/SCHOOL :i JLFv™ 2
4., Please ident=Tv 't organizations: (check one) a Parent-Teacher
Association, rent-Teacher Organization, Other.
B. Please indic !p - _-crage .attendance at the parent meetings
(number)
C. How often a: ceacher conferences scheduled ‘
(frequency)
D. Please indic :xtent to which parents are involved in decisions re-
garding curr: ztaffing, or facilities
123 _
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ST - . '
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School Dszr: 1zxtive Statement

XIZ. 70 °IITTT AL INFORMATICH
. 5277 to be contacted for a3diticral infc -ation:
Telep #=. Number o
B.  Tuio 4 statements caz-~..: always complet describe the philoscohy,
o .ity, or unique cuziities of a partic r school. In cne or two
. ray: .phs please describe your school as it today.

.
e s :
' -
——— \ I
v
¥
i
|
!
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I
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COMMUNITY INFORMATION

Purpose

‘ The community information program wilZ p o .ie thes residents
of the voucher disfricts_with’voucher.infcrfm:: --bothk pro and
con--through the processes of bulk mailings, > 2% coverage, and

public meetings.

The community informztion.program wil “=::c itat< the casting
of an "informed" vote By the voters of the suc-.r districts at
" their annual school district meetings in t.- s ring of 1976.

Procedure

1

Our primary obligation is to ensure tz2ac “2€ entire voting o
population 6§3the'participating districts o= :zzopt informed--during
Phase I, atzuiawareness level and during Pr: AfII,uwifh specific

information relative to the voucher and imy :'cations for their

respective districts.

With this in mind, mailing lists were ‘i:veloped, public media

weré identifiedkaee gttachment I), and a t=ciztive schedule of
public information strategies was éstabiishgg. S=¢ attachment J).
Three "awareness" level brochures have veen written wit@ 2
fourth tod fbllowvbomplétion of a communi¢y s=urvay. The th;ee
brochures (See attachments K1 - KB) disdﬁés. irn onder of digsemina-
tion, WHAT IS AN_EDUCATION VOUCHEﬁ?, CONC@PTS,AXD CONTROVERSiES OF
EDUCATION VOUCHERs; and HOW THE NEW HAMPSHIHE'EDUCATION VOUCHER |

.. SYSTEM WORKS. -

: T*‘ff.y,v;él;kﬁfj;;;f.;v?., - o .  ”;__/.,L;f
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We shall dissem:. ¢

bt Uulk mailing: 0SS
fioomrjets at bi-we2kl  inter
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to allow {or ¢ -

fourth, mure
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LT May, with more tentar:

I

Community group m-eting

the first schediled tc

’

valte v oeommmua L growy meetio

generated.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the fir

ribu e

X e:_ [

Ldr.nistrators.

Sy

--ive voucher districts = == time during Oc - g«

st three br iar -5 through th-

resident: « 2 participat "

Lok

#15 starting in .. 1d

. ty of thes= .  -hwurass has be -

at public me v 53 also.

R

-ansivre brochoc, w include som=

ri:e community vsurv o —-disseminat

o mzil to all r -5 =-us of the p:

Y

£ lanned for n--ember.

la-

Fres

t=a 3

parents,

ersz will be kep-= r< 1 process/

ngs scheduled th 2.7 the szudy

etTlings _emwnted with ne

corpmunity meel in

+-

L

he

co=r e ion as of this

sSts are near

ures are being ~rinted. Meeto. Uw

schoo! boa: i members ind ~c¢ ol

T provideod ind ormat: i meeT T gsS
=1y scheduled trongr ¢ Ty

the < i

™
i

= are scheduled - b in the~ -1

me=et with town ., 12 _ci_is of ths

\

v,  Paren”

Ly schvfy »d as  stere-

o= owill

[l

YA

August andé end::z

h:

n..

o
=]

n

n

WS- —

Is

T
%

e

I



9&

onel Ficn

_ board memb - =mnd  thecol admini-iraitors in the voucher
c.ist i¢— ave been kep: :nTormeed regarding T he proc=ess andlprogress
¢~y and planniz: p=oje ot

J=x =23 in the veu district have base level awareness of
tae © .. 7 oeccacept.  Anic el sozsions we - afforded teachers in
#ach Iis wist Zute las™ ¢ . ug; howaver, a- ~2ndance levels varied
=2 al. © .chers dc not hi -  he same le . awareness.

YarenZ.s and other r: dents in the uzner districts will
recel =2 12 f-orst in a ser of inform. .on orichures at the
~d o asuoust.  They will - ‘e copporzuni- tes for input for the
tirst Lime Zuring September while the zo—-m: ty survey is being
conduzter. New avenues for public forum = v= to be developed in
the viucher communities as mzny of <hese s mmunities have few
éxis::ng Ziwic cldbs or s'rv.ce organizations. Tt is hoved that

dizséeminc - oon of the seric: f brochures ~“ill spark an imterest in

pulvl: 2 meetings .

ERIC : "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PUBL1 . N ORMAT [ON MEDI:

Television Coarcn=slis

WMUR-TV Maancin - er
Domam

Radio Stat-ons

Wz¥L, CGNCCT
WTSHW Jover
WFEA Manchsste™
WGIR Mznchester
WKBR MaonchesTter
WOTW Nashuz
WSMN Nashuz
WBBX Tortsmouth
WHEB- -

WPFM Portsmouth
WWNH Torismcnith

Newspaper:

Concore Mmiitor — daily except Sundawy
Mancizesi.¢, Union Lezder -~ daily, Junday Edition
Nashma *elegraph — daily except Sundzy
Goffstuwn Wews (W)

Derry N 3 W)

Derry S-ur - WJ

Farmirgr wn Vews (W)

il Forg lZakbinet (79)

(2%
a0
<




TENTATIVE CONMUNITY INFORNATION
SCHEDUBE AND STRATEGIZS

CALENDAR ACTIVITY  EXPECTED RESULTS

Aug. - Sept. - Bulk mail btrochure £1 - WHAT IS AN EDUCATION | Increased community awareness resulti-

YOUCHER? to voucher diszrict residents.

ing in generated interest for more
inTormation through group meetings.

Sept. - Cormunity swfvey Measured community awareness anc com-
: ‘ cerns - stimulating interest.
Sept. - Oct. - Local teachers' meetinzs - updats on pro- Increased awareness and some indica-

ject progress

tion of commitment resulting in ictive
participation by local educators

Bulk mail brochure #2 - CONCEPTS & CCIITRO-
VERSIES OT EDUCATION VOUCEERS to voucher
aistrict resicents. :

~

. >
Increased community awareness result-J
ing in generated interest in grc.p
meetings.

Administrator/local hoard information

meetings

- ject activities,

Continued awareness of ongoing pro-

(r LNIWHDV.L,

= Bulk mail prockure £3 - HOW THE IV HAMP-
SHIRE EDUCATION VOUCHER SYSTEM WORE.S - to

voucher dis triet residents

Continued development of community

awareness resulting in generated
interest for more information throug!
group forum. ,

Oct. - Nov.

Community T:formation sessions 3 - = local

Level--smzil and Rzrge group as the. are
identified,

" ticipation at group meetings.

Increased community awareness result-
ing in generated interest and par-

-
C
o
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CALENDAR ACTIVITY EXPECTED RESULTS
Oct. - Yov. - Administrator and local board informa- Continued awareness of ongoing pro-
- tion meetings., ' ject activities.

Nov. - Dec. - State and local educator data review Increased awareness ana involvement

sessions : ‘ in the voucher study/planning pro-
ject resuliing in active participa-
tion,

Dec. - Systems reviex update - local administra- Continued awareness and involvement -
tors, boards, and teachers. resulting in active participation,

, . - LLoo»

Jar. - Bulk mail brochure =4 - Continued development of community =

| data base resulting in generated 3
interest in partlclpqtlng at group g

- meetings. =

o

Z

| | 4

Jjan. - Feb, - Community Information Sessions at the local Continued development of community «
level - small and large groups as identi- awareness resulting in generated
fied, interest and participation at school

| district meetings.

March - April - Possible presentations at local district. Duly recorded mandate of the community
annual school meetings - upon request--ad- in regard to the implementation of
hering to local district meeting process. the. voucher demonstration.

arch - April - IF WADVE IS G0. .. .. ~ Parents make choice -

~ Distribution of school descriptive catalogs

- Public information meeting's for parents - with A

J neighborhood meeting's scheduled if necessary 139
as well as meeting's with parent counselors or

~ school officials |

- Distribution of vouchers | Parents spend vouchers.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT:
N. H. Education Voucher Study & Plannihg frojec’t
Office, 17 North Stregt, Manchester, N. H, 0310'4‘
T

N E_ducation-Voué-_l-'n'er Study &
17 MNorth Street

Planning Project Office
Manchester,” N. H. 03104

B

WHAT 15 AN

o DI,

EDUCATION VOUCHER?

]

~ EDUCATION 8

RN

VOUCHER -

~ PROJECT
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~ Your community may become ‘2’ site for the
demonstration of an educational voucher system,
Your community will have gn important voice
in: deciding whether the demonstration will take
place. This decision will be made at the annual
school district meeting in the spring of 1976,

A

WHY VOUCHERS?

Although we know that some children learn
best in 2 traciional environment while others
learn best in-a more open environment, many
schools provide only one vlearning aption.

In the past, parents who were dissatisfied with
the type of programs their. schools provided had
two altematives — they could move to another

neighborhood or they could pay tuition at a

private school, Neither of these alternatives are
realistic for many parents;_thereforé, the need
to create competing alternatives to present pub-
lic school programs is obvious. |

© WHAT IS AN. EDUCATlONAL VOUCHER svsmm

An educanonal chmce ~ 3 free- market system

*of education in which parents and students shop

for instructional programs of their choice.

Your district s one’of five particibating in

study and 'planning for-a démonstration of the

educational voucher concept in the New Hamp-

-shire communities of Allenstown, Candia, Deer- - -

field, Hollis, and Hooksett.

.,

FOUR COMMON FEATURES OF THE VOUCHER

— The school district gives the parents a voucher
2 document worth.a certain sunl\f money
whnch an be spent for a years education.

- Parent’s choose the school their children will
attend,

— Both approved public and *private non-sec-
tarian schoo{s are eligible to enter and com-
pete in the voucher markelplace,

" — Schools survive only if they receive enough

- income to pay their expenses

*In accordance with the N. H. State Board of
Educatlon approved Revnsed Feas;blhty Study,
November 14, 1973

ADVANTAGES OF A VOUCHER SYSTEM .

— Parents will be able tb‘apply‘ to the‘scﬁool '

which they think will best meet the needs of.
their child. |

— The schools will tend to listen more closely to
what parents want and they will tend to be
-more re§ponsuve to those wants. If vparents
think a school s not meeting the needs of
 their child, they may send the ch||d some- .
where else.

~ If parents want a special kind of school which
‘doe°s not presently exis!, they may be able to
spur the development of the type of school
they want, '
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An egiucalion voucher; in its simplest form, is
i certificalegiven to a parent to'pay for his or
her child's education, The certificate, or voucher,

is issued by the local boare and is used by the ~

‘parent to choose a school which he or she feels
Is most appropriate for his or her child, The
voucher is given to the school when the child is

enrolled. In tum, the school redeems the voucher

forcash, -

. Contrary to popular belief, education vouchers
are not a new concept, Adam Smith, an e'ighleenlh
century economist, was the firs! praponent of -3
Tree market education ‘syst;‘—n{. In his ¢lzssic vol-
ume, THE WEALTH OF NATIONS, Smit suggested

that public support of education be limitert merely

lo providing the financing. The govemmis: would
give parens money for education anc she parents
wbuld m tum e teachers of their cha.ce, How
much e tezzher was paid depended .on the
parém’s salistaction. Smith's " idea imy ied 'thas,
if given choices and the money to back them up,
parents #vould be at'least as induslrious as govern-
ment officials in seeking the best education for

their children,

[ .

The interest gencrated in voucher plans has not
been free of controversy.

Generally spezking, the most vocal critics of this

approach claim that:

— vouchers v.quld destroy the public school

system by eslablishing a system of voucher

supported rvate schools thal would drain off

the academically talented to some schools, the
- economically afflucit to other schools, ar* ke
segregationy and sectarian suporters iy -

olhers.

— unethical, . profitmzking ~entrepreneur  wi
enter the field to collec: a share of the = ey
that is available to support innovatse or
_'experimental school-.

— public schools, in shr, will be the dumping
ground for poor children whose parents i.icked
the information or knowledge 'lo make wise
choices, for problem children who wouid not
be accepted at most private schools, and for

olhe whole range-of minorlty group children

‘ ,‘\‘X/hose‘parenls are locked into’ certain areas

" by social and economic forces.

!

!

5

Proponents answer that, on the the contrary:

— 2 putic school system would be revitalized
.d strengthened by vouchers. Vouchers would

be avalable for both public and‘pr‘i\'/ate ‘

schools, and only the schoals that could not -

measure up lo healthy competition would
suffer,

4

— 1" enod school, be it public or private, would

“ i, for parents.would seek it oul. The
ool That suffered declining ~ ezrollments
«ould be elimimated if it failed to change i%
curriculum ang stalf so as to offer paents &
viazle choirs ! quality education for ther

chifzren.

— pubit sehorls would become individ.sistic
incwle o wostance rather than beirr o

more bu.dir. n g uniform, monax e

©system,

— pupils woulc .« school on <he basis af;

/

interest in the  +culum rather than b |oca|/

tion of reside~.

— private schoo... v :Id vary according t com-
munity needs ani nteresls, |

- parents would Bae 4 range of alternative

~ Statz approved schocs available rathe: than
the present limited chc:ice open to the arfluent
or certain sectarian groups,

f

-~
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also be returned to NIE for approval). Upon'receipt of such
approval from NIE, data collection. using the instrument, will
take place--the antative time is late September, 1975.
Results: |

The results of instrument design at this time provide the
project staff with a working document from whicﬁ to fofmulate
and finalize a comprehens%zé cémmunity survey. It further serves
as an iqternal'verification that commﬁnity concérns will be
addressed--as will be indicated by the responses of the residents
in the communities in the data collection proéess.

Conclusions:

-

The results of this community feedback will provide a basis
upon which realiétic administrative and educational mechanisms
can be designed. 1In addition to‘providing an upjfo—date, verified
data base, it will also serve as an indicator of parental aware-
ness. The awareness levels of al@ five communities will serve

- -as’a tentative measure of.tﬁe efféctiveness of ouf community infor-

mation program. This measure will provide ﬁs yith anlindicator
of additional servicés néeded in the respectivencommunities.

In addition, this feedback will provide information regarding”
the needs for budgeting, transportation,'and communications~-all

of which will be addressed in the Phase II report.

PEN
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- . - DEFINITION OF CHOICE

-

~Choice as used\ih=fhe N.H. Education Voucher Model, Revised
Feasibility Study, means the ability of all parents of children
in grades 1-12 to decide, on the basis of the parents' priorities-
and information where to send their children to school. Idealiy,
such choice is limitless. Parents should be able to choose any
school or any educational program, or part or parts thereof, any-
where in the world--subject only to whatever constraints the

eociety legislatively believes is essential to social well being,

., non-discrimination and health standards. = Such limitless
'choi e is impossible as a practical matter—--at least for the pre-
/sent. Fof one thing, we have not developed administrative mechan- .
isms which would allow us to implement-.such choice.
Choice in the N.H. Education chcher Model must be far
- more circumscribed than the ideel“posited above. Choice in the
New Hampshife model is limited to schools in the U.S. because of.
certification and verificafioc\problems. Choice is limited to
public and private pon-sectariaceschools because of 1egalland
political considerations. Choice is limited to formally recognized
educational institutions because dfiedministrative and legal com-
plexities which could not be resolved in sufficient time to allow -
for other'educational options before the end of the voucher demon- :

stration.. These are all given, determined, ‘\and determihable limits

\

v

to parents’ choice at present.

150 "
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There are, however, »ther limitations on choice, all of

‘which can be subsumed under the general heading-~financial.

The financial limitation on choice is one of the most important,
if not the most important. Unlike the .limitations previously
listed, which ére specific, relatively fixed, and capablé of
verificatidn; financial limitation of choice is relative,
floating, and difficult fo identify. Nevertheless, it is an
extremely limiting factor, in practice, in.further reducing
the number of educational choices opeh to the individual parent.

A limited amount of funds available to the parent for education
reduces his available choices rapidly. Limited funds means
eliminating high cost, high tuition publigc and privaée schools--
even those located neérby. Ultiﬁately; financiallconstraints

could so 1imit choice, that, regardless bf 1éws, statutes and

pious resolves, there would be no choice. An educational budget
which allows the parent to seiect only the lowest cost (or priced) .
school next door (public.ér private) is no choice at all. |

| Consequently, when the New Hampshire_Edﬁcatiqn Voucher

. Model specifies ""choice" it means fhat all the pafents will be

aBle to choose between at least two U.S. public andAprivate non-
sectarian schools.

Choice further provides that all parents have, at least, aA
miﬁimal eduéational budget, defined as the voucher, which will
ehable tbem to exercise the right to chdose.' It islahticipated-
that chdice, in most iﬂstances,'will involve more than two optionéa
that is, that the minimal educational.budget, the voucher, will

covéer the cost of education at more thain two eligible schools.
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STUDY OF EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM i

Purpose
A véry relevant area in the whole voucher concept is

transportation. By what methods do students get from their

homes to their chosen school, and how are these methods financed?

The purpose of this section is to become familiar with the exist-

ing transportation systems of the concerned districts in order

-to provide a basis for study and planning of an expanded future

system in preparation for implementation. Transportation philo- .
sophies and policies in relation to the voucher demonstration

are addressed in another section of this report.

Prcoccedure

Every district is required to submit an annual report on

transportation to the State Department of Education. Prior to

I
i

the school year 1973-74, this report was a part of the General
Fall Report, commonly known as Form Al12B and due in iate;October.
In 1973-74 the form was revised to obtain additional information

and the designation changed to Form ATr. 1In 1974—75vthe time of

'reporting‘was changed from the October date to June 15, or at

the end of the reporting year. -
Our 'study began with collecting and analyzing.these'reports
for each district for the last four years.

The information thereon was summarized into a one-page

analysis sheet for each district. (See Attachments L1 - L5).
As 'this sheet was developed, it was found that additiQnal rele-

O
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vant information from other local reports would be helpful for
comparison. This additional information became so extensive
that a descriptive sheet was devgloped describing where and/or
how: each‘item on the analysis sheet was determined. This sheet
of definitions can be found at the end of_this section.

(See Attachment A).

One item appearing on this analysis that has not been used
in any State level comparisons is the.-cost per vehicle. To
determine this and also the costs of transportétion_from the
financial reports, a coﬁbutational sheet was developed for
each town. Summgrized information from these sheets are in-
cluded in the ;Analysis of Transportation Report' as costs
per vehicle. The sheets themselves aré not inclﬁded, but they
may be ro#viewed at the study/planning office upon request.

To become familiar with the scheduling and administéring
of'fhe bus routes, local school persbnnel were interviewed,
where possible, to provide first-hand infcrmation on the
"nitty-gritty" of daily operation. This information in con-
junction with the report information was used to provide the

narrative description of each town's existing system.

Results
E— S

e

‘The ”Analy;is of Transportation Report” fof-eéch district
defives sevefal cost per pupii and cost per mile figures for
that district. The feasoﬁ‘for.the variation is thevvariation
in cost of trans?ortation figufes that may be used. One reason
for the change of the State,reportihg form was to enable ﬁ_breakf

out of "Daily Bus Route' costs from the total cost formeriy

~
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determined by using the total 6f the 500 series accounts, plus
‘the 1479.20 azccount total frorn the Financiazal Report.

Another variation is in the number of pupils used to de-
termine the costs. Formerly, the State summary used the amount
reported-on the General-Statistical Report - Item 22 (A;B+C),
which is the average number of resident pupils transported daily.
When the form was changed, information reportéd in Part II of-

& : .
Form ATr "Pupils Transported (to and from school)" was used.

Even in Part II there is a question as to what figure provides
the truest cost per pupil. If the concern is for the cost per
pupil transported at public expense, then the amounts used in

row 4 of Part IT would be used. I{f the concern is for the

number of pupils traasported, then row 3 would be used. The

difference cbviously is in the high school pupils transported

on_public school vehicles, but paying a fee. '

The cost of transportation per pupil should include all

" pupils transﬁbrted whether they pay or not. Adjustmentffor
this should be made in the costs. The total amount colIected
for fees is recorded as a reéeipt. From the district'% point
of view, this amount should be subtracted from the expeﬁditures
recordédtiﬁ the 500 series accounts to provide a net cost of
transportétibn for Daily Bus Roqtes. Ffom a parent's point of
view,'hoWever, his tax dollar pays for the transportation ex-
penditures recorded in not only the 500-series accounts and
the 1479.20 account,, but also the individual bgs fees he pays
for his high school age child to'get'to school.

"The two costs for transportation reported are described

/

under Item 3. It should be noted that fees from patronsjare
' '/
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not shown in these amounts, either subtracted or added. The
amount of fees reported, however, is shown on the comparative
stuay and ¢ raputation sheet.

The lack of detailed amounts for the schoél year jusf
finished is due fo the unavailability as vet bf the financial

reports of those districts.

Conclusion

The‘analysié of the transportation reports for each town
provides information similar to, but expanded upon, that avail-
able from the.State transportatioﬂ summary.

In addition, it provides information on vehiqle costs énd
capacities that is not included in the State reports.

No decision or recommendation for thch amount is "best"
in the multiple choices shown is being made at tﬁis time. The
"hest" valiue will debend on decisions to be made regarding

transportation policies to be developed in Phase II.
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DEFINITION OF ITEMS ON

"ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

Item 1 - No. of Pupils Transported Daily

i)‘Taken.frOm Form Al2B or Form ATr - Part II - Pupils
Transported - Column C or 3 total.

L) Average Number of Residert Dapils w.rted Daily -

Taken from Statis-ical & . .=3) - ["=m #22 - Total
(A+B+C),

Item 2 = Cost Per Year

a) For Daily Bus Routes - taken from Part IV - Form ATr

b) For Daily Bus Routes - From Financial Report 500
Series Expenditures only.

c) For all Transportation - From Financial Reports -
500 Series and 1479.20 - (Transportation to other than
Public Schools). Amounts for 1974-1975 are taken from
Form ATr - Parts IV and VI.

Item 3 - Cost:Fer Pu .
a) Item 2a:Item la
b)Y Item E}qlnum in
¢) lien 2e=Item la
.d)‘Item”2a+Item 1b
e) Item ZbQItem 1b
f) Item 2c¢c=Item 1lb

It>m 4 - Number of Vehicles - total number reported including
spares:

a) Number of contracted or leased vehicles, 
b) Number of district owned-véhicles.
Item 5 - Combined Daily Capacity of Vehicles - Sum of the capocity

of each vehicle times the number of daily runs for each-
vehicle. ‘ : :
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Item 6 -

Item

LLom

It=om

Item

7 -

10-

11-

12-

(ATTACHMENT M)

Number of Pupils below Cavacity -~ Item 3 minus Item 1.

a) Percent (%) below Capacity - Item 6 + Item 5.

Cost Per Vehicle

a) Vehicles Contracted or Leased - Amounts determined
from computation sheets which are on file at study/
plancing office.

b) District Owned Vehicles - Amounts determined from
com»utation sheets which zre on file at study/planning
office.

c) Ttem 2¢c - Item 4

Total Miieage

a) Daily - From Part I of Transportation Report (either)
Form Al2B or Form ATr).

b) Annual - Estimated by multiplying total dailv mileage
by 180 days. ‘

Cost Per Mile

a) Item 2z - Item 8b
b)Y Ttew o+ Item 8b
c) Item 2c¢ = Item 8b

State Average: few rak. . Districts

a) Cost per Pupil - Taken from State Transportation Summ:
b) Cost per Mile - Taken from State Transportation Summa;

State Average: All Districts

a) Cost per Pupil - Taken from Staté Transportation Summ:

'5Q Cost per Mile - Taken from State Transportation Summa:

Transportation from Patrons - From Financial Report -
receipt account number 13.00.

NOTE: NA as used on the analysis éheets means NOT AVAILABLE.
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The Allenstown school district leases three vehicles from
~Qr»in Connell of Merrimack with a total capacity of 444 pupils
Two vehicles, one of 60-pupil capacity and one of 72-pupil ca-
pacity, make two runs in the morning and repeat in the after—p
noon, while the third 60-pupil capacity bus makes three runs pér
me.ning and afternoon. Consequently,6 they carry a total of
365 pupils daily Qith 79 slots left for expansion.

Each vehicle travels an average of 36.7 miles per day for
a total of 19,782 miles per vear. ’

Seven of the 365 pupils reported on the Transportation Re-
port ride more than one route, so that 358 different pupil§
ride the buses daily. In a total school enrollment of 629
pupils, this means that only 57% of the elementary pupils are
transported. - Of these 358 pupils, only 290 pupils live more
than two miles from the schcol. -

If the pupil information is taker from the General Statis-
tical Report, 392.7 pupils on the average were transported
daily, bringing the % of pupils transported to 62%.

In addition, abcut 190 pupils from Allenstown attend
Pembroke Academy. All these people provide their own trans-
portation; or it is providéd by Pembroke.

The cost of transportation in Allenstown has increased
yvearly as shown on the "Analysis' sheet, Item 2. It is also

-shown here -that %tne "total' cost depends on how it is-defined.
For example, the annual cost for operating bus routes was re-

ported on the Transportation Report as $19,360.00. The Finan-

cial Report for that year showedv$16,182.841expended in the
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pupil transportation account (500 series). If the transporta-
tion costs to wther than public schools is added to that, the
total is S16,278.84. Xeeping in mind the two values of daily
pupils transported, Item 1, six values of cost per pupil are
obtained. These values range from $48.02 to $69.64.

Using thé cost as reported by the Transportation Report,

it can be seen that the 1974-75 cost per vehicle is S$6,208.
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ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF ALLENSTOWN

Item Item Diescription 71-72 72-73 73-74 ’ 74-75
1 No. of Pupils Transported Daily.
a) From ATr 282 279 337 358
b) From A-3 Stat. Report 212.0 T 229.4 278.0- 392.7
2 ost Per Year :
a) Daily Bus Route - From ATr N.A. : N.A. $19,360.00 $18,624.29
b} Daily Bus Rouze - From F-3 § 4,488.09 3511,176.08 16,182.84 N.A.
¢) From F-3 - All Trans. %,770.69 11,176.08 16,278.84 i8,746.96
3 Cost Per Pupil
a) Item 2a + Item la N.A. N.A. S 57.45 § 52.02
b) Item 2b s+ Item 1la S 32.49 $ - 40.06 48.02 N.A.
¢) Item 2c + Item la 35.46 40.06 48.31 . 52.37
d) Item 2a + Item 1b N.AL N.A. 69.64 47.43
e) Item 2b + Item 1b 44.76 48.72 58.21 N.A. -
f) Item 2c + Item 1b 46.09 48.72 58.56 47.74
4 “Number of Vehicles 2 o2 3 3
a) Contracted or Leased 1 2 3 3
b) District Owned ' 1 -0- -0- -0-
5 Combined Daily Capacity of ‘
Vehicles 384 - 300 384 384
6 2. of Pupils Below Capacity - 92 21 47 26
a) % Below Capacity 24.0 7.0 12.2 6.8
7 Cost Per Vehiclse ,
a) Contracted or Leased $ 3,893.00 $ 5,584.00 $ 4,682.00 N.A.
b) District Owned 3,637.00 -0- -0- -0-
- ¢) Item 2c + Item 4 4,885.00 5,588.00 5,426.00 6,429.00

8 Total Mileage

a) Daily 115 115 136 110
b) Annual 20,700 20,700 24,480 19,800
g Cost Per Mile ' )
a) Item 2a + Item 8b NLAL N.A. $ 7€ 8 .94
b) Item 2b + 1ltem 8b S .46 0§ .54 .66 N.A.
c) Item 2c + Item 8b : .47 .54 .67 .95
10 State Average - Comparable
District : .
a) Cost & Pupil ‘$ 71.67 § 78.74 § 68.48 N.A.
b) Cost + Mile .56, .59 .59 N.A.
11 State Average - All . ,
a) Cost =+ Pupil $ 67.87 § 73.39 § 67.13 N.A.
b) Cost + Mile : .63 67 .61 N.AL.
12 Transportathon From Patrons // -0- -0- -0- N.A.
Q _ / 161
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The school district of Candia owns and maintains two
66-passenger buses and leases two 66-passenger and one EZ—péssen-.
ger bus with maintenance frpm Orrin Connell of Merrimack. One
of the district owned vehicles is used only as a sbare.‘  i

Each leased 66-rnussenger bus makes two runs to and froﬁ

per day carrying a ‘total of 129 and 122 pupils for a distance of

50 and 36 miles respectively.. The 72-passenger bus mgkes a

single rdnnto and from per day with 71 pupils over a 22-mile

.route. The distrﬂct'owned bus also makes but a single run to

and from per day over 26 miles with 6é§paSSengers.

B This year, for the first time in at least:foﬁfifears; there

afe no high school'pupils beihg;fransbéftéd'by public séhool

transportation, the 183 secondary pupilé ﬁaving to furﬁish their
own transportation.
Of the 400 Children enrolled in the Candia elementary‘school;

386 or nearly 97% were transported according:to the'TranSportation

Report at.the éxpeﬁse of the district. 386'of;these children

iived more.than two miles from the school.

Transportation costs per pupil” in Candia aré;indicated‘dn”
[ the Anélysis of Transportation Repcrt, Item 3. Subheadings of
this Itém show different cdstS‘per'pupil.fbr the same yeér‘bé;
c;use the total costs-will vary as shown in Item 2. The numbér

of pupils also varies as indicated in Iteﬁii.

As an exahple, in 1973—74,‘tota1 costs for operating daily
bus goutés,'as repo}ted on the Transportation Report, was

.$28,000, and since no additional funds Were spént for co—cur?i—

cular trips or transportation for the handicapped, the total
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-cost of all transportation was $28,000. The cost of pupil
transportation (daily bus rotfies) as reported in th?(Finanpial
Report, however, was only $23,917.97. These are the costs
which are indicated as Items 2a, 2b, and 2c. ' )
Similarly, the number of pupils transported daily vafies
depénding upon the.report'used. ‘Again using 1973-74 as an
example, the Transportation Report”(FQrmmATr);ipdigatesw479
pupils beiﬁg trénsported daily . that figure ﬁs tpe peak
load including high’schoollbupils if traqsporteh wﬁéther or not
-feés are paid; The General étatistiéél Repbrt](Fdrm A-3) also
has a section reporting avefage'number of resyéent pupils being
,traqéported daily - at public expense. The regért uses the re-
gisters as a source of information and for 1973r74 shows a total

/

of 373.5 pupils. ' ‘ /

/

Conséquentlj to report a cost per pupiL with these various
amounts feqqires six combinations and oftén results in six
'different Qalues for aﬁnual_cost pef ﬁﬁpil. In Candia's”pafm_f

ticular example, theye are dply'four different values ($49.93Q;f{'
$58,46, $64.04;‘$74.97) because thgfe %ere only two'different

cost amounts.

y

!

13 - .
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ANALYS1S OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

Item Descriptiog

No. of Pupils Transported Daily

From ATr
From A-3 Stat. Report

-a)
b)

Per Year :

Daily Bus Route - From ATr
Daily Bus Route - From F-3
From F-3 - All Trans.

Cost
a}
b)
c)

‘Per Pupil
Item 2a »
Item 2b »
Item 2¢
d) Item 2a s
e) Item 2b =
f) Item 2c =

la
la
la
1b
1b
1b

Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item

a)
b)
c)

Number of Vehicles.

a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned

Combined Daily Capacity of .

Vehicles

No. of Pupils .Below Capacity
a) % Below Capacity

Cost- Per Vehicle
a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned
¢) Ftem 2c ¢+ Item 4

Total Mileége ERE
a) Daily ’
b) Annua)

Cost Per Mile

. a) Item 2a -+ Item 8b
b) Item 2h + Item 8b
c) Item 2¢c + Item 8b

State Average - Comparable
_ - District
a) Cost & Pupil

b) Cost + Mile

State Average - All’ "’

a) Cost & Pupil
b) Cost =+ Mile"

. Transportation From Patrons

71-72

479
212

N.A.
$20,537.
23,790.

$ 42.

N.A.
.41
.47

08
08

87

67
.87
.22

.00
.00
.00

.67

.56

.87

.63

$ 4,526.

164

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF CANDIA

00

20 -

72-73 73-74 L rA-7s
468 479 386
380 373.5 370.1
N.A. $28,000.00 $28,977.51
$21,774.09  23,917.97 N.A.
28,208.7°4  28,000.00 36,495.51
N.A. 0§ 58.46 $  75.07
§  46.53 49.93 N.A.
160.27 58.46 94.55
N.A. 74.97 78.30
©57.30 64.04 N.A.
74.22 74.97 98.61
4 5 5
2 2 3
2 3 2
528 537 468
60 58 82
11.4 10.8 17.5
$ 7,449.00 § 7,363.00 § 7,836.00
3,438.00 3,064.00 2,736.00
7,052.00 5,600.00 - 7,299.
262 338 134
47,160 60,840 24,120
CON.A. O $ 46§ 1.
$ .46 .39 N.A.
: .60 .46 1.51°
$ 78.74 $  68.48 N.A..
.59 . .59 N.A.
$ 73.39 § 67.13 N.A.
.67 .61 N.A.
| $5,393.57  §5,807.55 N



I : : | 121
DEERFIELD: . /
///

The school district of Deerfield has entered ;ﬁto a lease

agreement with Crrin Connell Bus Service of Merriﬁgck for three

‘r

Vi

vehicles with maintenance. These vehicles have/a total capacity,
of 336 pupils. The district hires bus driversrand pays for the
gasoline usetl. Two vehicles are used exclusively for the ele-

/
mentary (] -8) pupils and each makes two rupns in the a.m. and re-

/

peats in the p.m, Lo travel a total of 52 -and 56 miles per day

, , /, -
respectively .. The third vehicle picks Up a combination of e

"

_—

mentary and high school pupils, drops oﬁiwthe”é}ementanx&ggpi1s

at George B. White School and continu9s~to Mahqhgsfer with‘tss

20-24 high school pupils‘attending'tﬁere. "Total mileage on s
this route is 112 miles‘daily. . .

High school pubils attendiné Cbe—BroWn Academy iﬁ Northwood
and Raymond High School are,transported by'buses pfovided by
'those d}stricts. Pupils attendlng Pembroke Academy and Oyster

~ River H S. prov1de thelr own transportallon All hlgh school
pupils/pay a fee for. thls transportatlon for instance, pupils'
going to Raymond Hsgh pay_$2.50 per weekiw
' The TranSportation Reportkfor i974L75 indicates that 371
puplls are transported da11y to and from school of which 106
are high school puplls for whom the district does not pay. It
is known from other sources that some pupils are transported:
on a Deeffield operated .bus to Manchester as described above..
That number does nqt appear on the réport, Therefore, the
number oi pupils franspdrted daily»varies considerably*depend~.‘
ing upon the information'source. . 7 - |

e Costs for transportation will also vary as indicated by
: S !




122

e 1

o

the Analysis sheet. Taking 1973-74 as an example, the costs

reported on form ATr were expected to be $20,900 (Item 2a).

The finauncial report for that year showed the pupii transporta-
tion expenses (500 series) to be $19,477.59 (Item 2b). 1If costs
for transportation of handicapped students (Accounf 1479.20)
were added to this, the total “cost of all transportation was
$21{683.76 (Item 2c). Fées from high schbol students riding
~Deerfie1d buses were not indicated eiﬁher on the Transportation
Report or thé anancial“Report. ';
Tﬂe consequences of. the yariations in number of pupils and

cdSts as deséribedlis six possible costs per pupil-—amounts re-

portéd in Item 3a through f--ranging from $55.02 to $83.50.

@ 160




Item

10

11

12 . ,
‘101 H.S. pupils reported as being transported- but Coe Brown & Raymond send their own
buses to p1ck up Deerfleld puplls

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

(ATTACHMENT L3)

ANALYS1S OF

Item Description

No. of Pupils Transported Daily
a) From ATr
bj From A-3 Stat. Report
Cost Per Year
a) Daily Bus Route - From ATr
b) Daily Bus Route - From F-3
¢) From F-3 - All Trans.
Cost Per Pupil
a) Item 2a + Item la
b) Item 2b + Item la
¢) Ttem 2c + Item la
d) Item 2a + Item 1lb
- e) Item 2b + Item 1b
f) Item 2c s+ Item lb
Number of Vehicles

a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned

.Combined Daily,gﬁpécity of

No.

Vehicles

of | UpllS Below Capacity

Cost

a) % Below Capac1ty

Per Vehlcle'

a)
5

Contracted. or Leased
District Owned
Item 2c + Item 4

-

c)

- Total-Mileage

.a)

Cost

Daily

b) Annual

Per Milé

.c)

State Average

Item 2a « ftem 8b
Item 2b + Item 8b
Item 2¢ + Item 8b

a)
b)

- Comparable

a) Cost : Pupil

District

- b) Cost + Mile

State Averagé

- All

a) Cost & Pupil
b) Cost = Mile.

Transportation From Patrons

235,
230.5

N.A.
$18,061.46
18,774.46

N.A.
$ 76.86
79.89

N.A.
78.36
81.45

26.1.

$ 6,020.00

oo

6,258.00

133
23,940
N.A.

$ . .75
.78

$ 71.67
: .56

$ 67.87
.63

-0-"
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TRANSPORTATION REPORTS .

i
i

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF DEERFIELD
i

~.}.
!

|
72-73 73-74 . 74-75
238 | 354 * . 371%
239.7 259.7 261.0
N.A. $20,900.00 $20,187.50
$18,835.32  19,477.59 N.A.
20,026.32  21,683.76  23,824.19
N.A. $ 59.04 §  54.41
$ 79.14 55.02 N.A..
84.14 61.25 64.22
N.A. 80.48 77.35
78.58 75.00 N.A.
83.55 83.50 91.28
3 3 3
3 3 3
-0 -0- -0-
384 330 336
146 224% _35%
38.0 |
$ 6,278.00 $ 6,493.00 '$ 6,729.00
o0 3 -0- 0=
6,675.00  7,228.00 7,941.00; -
312 " 322 220"
. 56,160 f 57,960 39,600
| - .
| _
CN.AL L8 36§ . .51
$ .34 .34 N.A.
36 .37 .60
$  78.74 § 81.94 N-A.
.59° .58 N.A.
g 73.39 § 67.1% N.A.
.67 .61 N.A.
-0~ -0- N.A.
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DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

HOLLTIS:

The transportataon system of Hollis is operated primarily
by Mr. Maurice Marvell, who contracts this seryice for a fixed
contract price eaeh year with the stipulation tnat if the gaso-

~ line ‘price/gal. rises above $0.50/gal. the distr;ct will cover
the additional cost.

- Mr. Marvell dwns,:operates and’maintains a fleet of eiént
,Cehicles. Seven vehiciee make two runs in the morning andltwo
in the afternoon to comprise seven complete routes. The eighth
vehic‘e makeé.ene run each time and remaine at the school for

bacﬁ—up the rest of the day.

/ Bus routes are laid out and revised by Mr. Marvell with

" the cooperation of Mr. Bruce Morrison, Mr. Gordon Bean and, Mr.
R. McGettigan. Maps showing the reutes and pick up spots are
maintained in each principai‘s office. | n

In 1974-75, aecording fp the Transportation Report; 874
elementary. and seeondarybpupils wefe transported‘daily. The
General Statietical Report shewed that 8¢9.2'of these pupils

.on the‘average rode the'buses daily. Since the elementary
and middle school enrollment tofaled 722 in the fall, and of
the 402 secondary pupils.only 982 reside 1n Hollis, about 87%
of,resident Hollis» pupils now are transported by fhe\district.

The analveis sheet shows>tne above fignres inAItem 1,

~and it also - 1ndlcates the cost of this transportatlon in Item

2, Wthh is seen to have- three poss1b1e amounts //} the 1973—

74 school year is taken as an ‘example, the first cost of $50,0%0

O ‘ 168
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is that cost reported in the full of 1974 on tpo Tradsportation

Report (Form ATr). Actyal expenses of transpgrtation as re-

ported in the 500 series of the Financial Report were $51,731.98,

If other transportation coéts such as transportation of the han-
dlcapped are included, then the total coat of transportatlon
becomes $53 967.00 as shown in Item 2C ’Therefore, when costs
per pupil and costs per mile are computeJ there-are 'six pos-
sible values for pupiié as 'shown in Itemg 3a through f, and
three possible costs per mile as indicatgd in Item 9,

. : f

|
K

~
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(ATTACHMENT L4)

" Item Description

No. of Pqpiis

‘ransported Daily

a) From ATr
b) From A-3 Stat.

Cost

Cost

Per Year . _
a) Daily Bus Route - From ATr
b) Daily Bus Route - From F-3
‘c) From F-3 - All Trans.

Per Pupil

a) Item 2a
'b) Item 2b
c) Item 2c
d) Item 2a
e) Item 2b
f) Item 2c

+

Item la
Item la
Item la

It

2m 1b

Item 1b
Item 1b

Number of Vehicles

a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned -

Comblned Dally quac1ty of

Report

Vehicles

of Pupils Below Capacity

a) %

Cost

-Per Veh1c1e

a) Contracted or Leased

Below Capac1ty

b) District Owned
c) Item 2c + Item 4

Total Mileage

a) Daily
b) Annual

o Cost Per Mile

a) Item 2a &+ Item 8b
b) Item 2b + Item 8b
; c¢) Item 2c + Item 8b

‘State Average

—'Comparable

District

a) Cost & Pupil
b) Cost @ile

State Averagé - All

a) Cost : Pupil
b) Cost + Mile

Transportation From Patrons

N

®

ANALYS:S. OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

¥

$

Rl

71-72 - 72-73 73-74
640 766 849
712.2 777.4 805.3
N.A. NA. $50,050.00
$36,098.45 $44,057.74  51,731.98
36,098.45 44,051.74  53,967.00
N.A. N.A. $ 58.95
56.40 § 57.51 60.93
56.40 57.51. 63.57
N.A. N.A. s 62.15
50.69 56.67{\ 64.2¢
50.69 56.67 67.0.
7 7 8
7 7 8
-0- -0- -0-
732 936 1,128
94 170 279
12.8 182 24.7
$ 5,157.00 $ 6,293.00 $ 6,466.00.
-0- -0- C0-"
5,157.00 6,293.00  6,746.00
233 302 369
41,940 54,360 66,420
N.A. N.A. 8 .75,
.86 § .81 .78
.86 .81 .81
- 63.90 ¢ 69.58 '$ 68.753
.68 71 .59
67.87 $ 73.39 § 67.13
.63 67 .61
-0- -0- ~0-
170
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF HOLLIS

74-75 -

874
849.2

$55,850.00

N.A.
60,680.00

) 63. 90
N.A.
- 69.43
65.77

N.A.
71.46

-0-

1,128

254
22.5

$ 6,981.00
-0-
7,585.00

’

363
65,340

.86
N.A.
.93

4

z =z
>

=z Z
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HOOKSETT:

The transportation system of Hooksett is the responsibi--
lit; of Mr. William Bullock, who is‘also maintenance super-
Visor. This system consists of eight 72-passenger vehicles
with one 72—pas$enger spare.

The scheduling and routing‘of buses in the Hooksett dis-
trict is particulérly complicated becduse of the geographical
layout of the district-—it lies on both gides,of'the.Merrimack
ﬁiven and the major bridge across the river is condemned so

_that school buses cannot cross. It ié,.therefore, necessary
'to maintain buses on both sides of the river anairestriCt |
their routes to one or the othervside. Studehts,\incidentally;
walk across the bridge from one bus'to another. |

Six of the eight vehicles make multiple runs to aﬁq from
loading aﬁd.unloadi;g points each?day and the remaining two.
make oniy a single run. The total distance traveled by all
buses daily is 317.0 uiles, transporting the 1,222 children
in grades 1 through 8 as reborted in the Transporiation Report
(Form ATr). Since the combined fall enrollment of the two
elementary and one middle schcols was :n;y 1,011 pupils, it
is appdrent that the Transportation Report amount includes
duplicated pupils. 'Nevértheless, most of the Huoksett pupils
.are preéently being transported by the diétrict.

Of the nine vehicles used, eight are 1easedhfrom Orrin
Connell df Merrimack and cne 1s district owned.

An example'of the varying indicators‘of transportation

costs such as costs per pupil and costs per mile as described

o
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in the results of this section can be shown by looking at

v
y

Hooksett's anal sis sheet. In 1973-~1974 the numbe?

of pupils transported daily was either 1,062 us reported on
the Transportation Report or 882.5 as rcported on the General
Statistical Report. Total costs for the year range from:
$71,546.00 on the Transportation Report to $53,610.63 from the
500 Serjes of the Financial Report, to $59,016.69 if you.ih~

A,
clude transportation costs to other than public schools (trans-

portation for the handicapped). "

As a result; one sees six different but valid costs per
pupil ranging from $50.48 to $81.07--a spread of at least $30
per pupil.

A siniilar variation results in cost per[mile.which varies
from. 31.06 to $0.79. |

In addition to the above cos&s for daily trénsportation,"
expenses for co~curricu1ar'trips amounted to $1,06

$5,017.31 was expended for transportation of the ha:iadicapped.



O
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10

11

12
*Subject to Revision .
ERJC *Mileage reported on A12B was doubled to be comparable.

IText Provided by ERIC
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ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

Item Description

No. of Pupils Transported Daily

From ATr
From A-3 Stat. Report

a)
b)

Cost Per Year

. )

Daily Bus--Route - From ATr
Daily Bus Route - From F-3
From F-3 X All Trans.

b)
c)

Cost Per Pupil

la
la
la
1b
1b
1b

Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item

Item 2a =
Item 2b =
c) Item 2c +
d) Item 2a »
e) Item 2b =
f) Item 2c +

a)
b)

Number of Véhicles

a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned

Combined Daily Capacity of

Vehicles

No. .of upils Below Capacity

P
a) % Below Capacity

Cost Per Vehicle
a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned
c) Item 2c + Item 4

Total Mileage

a) Daily
b) Annual
Cost Per Mile
a) Item 2a + Item 8b
b) Item 2b.+ Item 8b
c) Item 2¢c = Item 8b
. State Average - Comparable
District

a) Cost + Pupil
b) Cost =+ Mile

State Average - All

a) Cost # Pupil
bh) Cost + Mile

Transportation From Patrons

71-72

964
847.

N.A.
$42,009.
45,110.

9

81
38

N.A.

$ 43,
46.
N.A.
49.
53.

7

4
3

1,026

[@ 30 38}

$ 6,323.
4,907.
6,444.

58
80

55
20

00
00
00

372%*

66,960

NA

.63

.67

$ 4,496.

.20
.35

.87
.63

03

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF HOOKSETT
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72-73 73-74 74-75
1,071 1,062 1,222 -
859.1 882.5 855.4%
N.A. $71,546.00 $57,923.46
$53,301.33  53,610.63 N.A.
56,462.85 59,016.69 62,940.77
N.A. § 67.37 §  47.40.
$  49.77 50.48 N.A.
52.72 55.57 51.51
N.A. 81.07 67.72
62.04 60.75 N.A. -
65.72 66.87 73.58
- 8 8 9
6 6 8
2 2 1
1,296 1,296 1,440
225 234 218,
17 18 15
$ 6,687.00 § 6,970.00 § 6,790.00
- 6,590.00  5,896.00  3,603.00
7,058.00  7,377.00  6,993.00
386 405 317
67,346 67,751 68,068
NA $ 1.06 $ .85 .
$ .79 .79 N.A.
.84 .87 .92
$ 765.72 $  76.11 N.A.
.81 .98 N.A.
§  73.39 §  67.13 N.A.
6T .61 N.A.
$ 6,382.05 § 4,497.95 N.A.
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RESEARCH ISSULS AND PROCEDURES

FOR THE NEW HAMPSHIRE EDUCATIONAL VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION

I. Introduction and Scope

The purpose of this paper is to provide initial form forj the development

of a comprehensive evaluation design for the New Hampshire Educational Voucher

Project as it progresses through the planning stages toward impienentution.,

y e \
A number of previously developed position papers have provided conceptual

-

) ; , ]
'/ : . . - . 3
1evé1/approaches to the evaluation of a veucher demonstration. /cher papers |
- 4
L

_ , - .
address specific research issues and the roles of individuals or agencies in
. : 7 : Y
: . P . . o . . }
evaluation activities. It is apparent that no single comprehensive design has |
e - ] (\(,:

s s .
been articulated to pull together these concepts, peéplé,and‘issues\ This paper*
attempts that synthesis.”
The New Hampshire Educational Voucher Project is designed so that pafénts

will be eligible to receive a voucher to enable their children to|'attend:

a. One of the public schools in their home district, if such schools are
\

provided. ‘

b. A public school outside of theif home district subject to space limita-

tions and the willingness of such a school to accept them. In those

instanceslﬁhere tuition is greater than the voucher price, parents may
A

pay any tuition costs above the value of the voucher or may secure

other additional financial support. ’ /

T
S

N

c. A non-sectarian private school of their choice, if the students meet the -

admissions criteria. 1In % :dse instances where tuition is greater than

the voucher price, parents may pgy any tuition costs above thg value

175 7
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i of the voucher or may secure other additiocnal financial support.
e .
/

The voucher program provides pareqps’With a genuine choice between educational

programs. This freedom of choice inay lead to more diverse and responsive educa-

ticnal opportunities (SDE, 1973).

P

.
N

\/AS THE PROJECT MOVES THROUGH ITS FIVE YEAR DEMONSTRATION LFFORT, IT SEEKS
TO TEST THE VALIDITY OF THE FOLLOWING ASSUMPTIONS: (SDE, 1973, pp. 4&5)

1. Increased Freedon of Choice: DParents will have increased -freedom in

"choosing their child's education.

2. Direct Parental Participation: Parents will participate more directly

in scnool affairs. Therefore, parents will exercise vouchers to transfer
students between schools and will be more active in parent groups in all
schools.

3. Improved Accountability: Schools will provide more factual information

" to parents concerning the effectiveness of their educational programs.
Parents will then use this information in the selection of their child's
program. .

4. Increased Educational Responsiveness-and Diversity: Increased educational

diversity wiil result. The number of new schools and the number of times
that programs change- will increase in response to the consumers' stated
needs.

5. Improved Educational Achievement.: The level of achievement will improve

or remain stable under a voucher plan. Standardized and comprehénsive
. R

testing programs will indicate increased or stable results in students’

' conventional academic achievements.

~.

6. More Equal Opportunities: Low and moderate income parents will have more

educational oppoftunities for their children. This increase will be
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indicated by a substantially greater number of low and moderate income
parents selecting other than their previous single option. Also, the
percentage of families selecting other than the previous educational

s

option will not be related to family income.

Cost Effectiveness: he cost per, unit of education of a comparable
quality will fall. The cost per student will be less under a voucher
plan than under the present system, with no decrease in educational

effectibeness. /

Refocusing of Political Activities: There will be reduced political
emphasis on the educational content. The poli-ical system will be more
concerned with how to fund education (process) and will tend to leave the

providing of education (content) to those with educational expertise.

FURTHER THE PROJECT SEEKS TO TEST THE VALIDITY OF THE NEGATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

(SDEy,

9.

10.

11.

1973, pp. 5 & 6) WHICH ARE:

Decline of Public Schools: Thg'public schools will not be able to compete
effectively with private schools. There will be a"noticeable decline

in public school enrollmenté.' :
Educational and Socinl Stratification: Public schonls will Qe ieft with

only the difficuit-to-educate students. The public schools will bépome a

dumping = ground ror students'w?th low achievement, social édjustment\broblens,
or behavior problems. Mofeover, the bossibility of ethnic, or socioeconomic
Segregatidn is increased. , ] o

/3

Transitional Problems: The consequences -of Success or failure of the pro-

ject cannot be an}ihipated. Non-acceptance of the vouchér concept following

~ federal Withdrawal from the project could'pfesent major adjustment problems

12.

in'}eturning to traditional educattional financing. Acéeptance may lead

to an increase in local property tax burdens.

Requirepents for Non-Public Schools: 'That New Hampshire's non-public



schools will not accept ithe evaluation—auaiting requirements and hence
will not participate. . _ ..
The research .nd evaluation effort for the Vew Hampshire model rust relate
dJreczly to the twelve assumptlons which the prOJect is des]gned to test.
The evaluation design will address a host of issues which can be traced back
" to the original twelve assumptions. These issues will be of interest to three
levels d% public concerh:
| * National
* Stafe _____
* Loeal (Local School Districts)
Further, the issues included in pbé evaluation design will assess the inpact
of the voucher denonstratioh in the'foliowing areas: |
*  Educational Impact
* -ﬁeonomic Impact
* Social Impact’
* Politica’ Lﬁpact
The initial e@algation design then, will key all research and evaluation /
issues to:. |

1) "The assumption to be tested

- 2) The level of public concern

3) The aren of impact

II. Procedures for Evaluation Activities

While various activities of the research and the evaluative issue attached
~in section III of this paper may only be of ppimary interest to the national, the
State, or the local audience, it is the pgsition of the local voucher administration

that it should assume vigorous leadership in the design, supervision, and execution

of‘evaluation activities, regardless of the 1eve1'of'audience interest.

‘ ‘. | o R
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It is clear from the Alum Rock experience (Weiler, 1974) that the insertion
of various third party individuals and groups resulted in garbled evaluation pro-
cedures and results. Moreover, Cunningham (1975) cites "unobtrusiveness'" as one

'of thé keyvétfributes'of on-site evaluation activities. Incal contrdl of the
evaluation activities is a central theme of this paper.

—

Certainly the design of evaluation criteria and assessment strategies will
require_the active involvement of NIE, (NIE contractors such as C. ﬁf Leinwand
Associates), N.H. State Department of Education professionals, ahd incal person-
nel. Huﬁever, in addition to coordinating ani defini.z the data elements, the
development of questionnaires, testing, or interview procedures,:the local project

“staff will have responsih*?sty for implementation, scheduling of data collection
and supervision of on-site evaluation personnel. Data analysis, interpretation
and reporting can and might well be accomplished by non—project staff.

A basic flow for the evaluation'process as it reiates/&o the input and
output needs of various groups and agencies might appearfés follows:

(See attachment N).

!

i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



RVALURTION

IhFORMATION/MANZGEMENT FLOV

EDUCATIONAL VOUCKER AUTHORITY

. STATE OFFICE

Define criteria
for evaluation

”’,,,»*4’

LCCAL SCHOOL BOARDS

.
—

S

/

Al
»

STATE OFFICE

Recelves
Reports

-
)
|
EVALUATION STAFF
Coordinagigﬂ:
a) Data collection
—py ., b} Toting
c) Interviewing

NIE

Define criteria
for evaluation

LOCAL SCHOOL

T l‘

-

NTE CONTRACTORS

~ Instrument design

Data definition
Data collection

P

NIE CONTRACTORS

- Data analysis
Reporting

]

NIE

Receives
Reperts

(N LNIWHOV.LLV )
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The following policies would e a1 effert to assure local involvement,

confidentiality. and respond.nts' rignts o privacy, and overall conduct of the

total evaluation prooram.

1.

Sy

=]

9.

10.

L

On-site observation and documentation of voucher related activities
'y

<

by evaluators will be coordinated by the local voucher administration.*
Mta coliected by the evaluation staff will be made available to other
evaluators. whenever such information is requested.

Data releasced to researchers will either be in aggregate form or stripped
of personal identifiers so that confidenﬁiality is maintainedj
valuation staff will not disrupt the educational routine of test
schools.

Any school receiving stidents with vouchers will be required to fulfill .
the data collection requirements.

Only data which is needed for evaluating thg agreed té issues will be
collected at the local level.

Iuplication of data collection activities w'll be avoided.

All data collection activities will flow through the local voucher
administration for coordination. ‘(See attachment N) .

Local vouqher administration, NIE pcrsqnﬁei, State Staff; and idenfified
consultants or agencies will design quéstioﬁnaire instruments. The
deve]opgd instruments will be reviewed by local personnel.

Final reviséd.instruments must be given clearance by the local voucher

administratisn, the State, NIE, and-OMB. '

b

*The local voucher administration has accepted with strong reservation the role
of the site historian (Cunningham, 1975). lHowever, this particular function of
observation is the only data collection and reporting process that will not be
enordinated at the local level. The acceptance of this function is not to be
construed as a precedent by which additional ancoordinated data collecting and
reportin%,can be initiated without local involvement and approval. (See - .

policy =8

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and attachment &) .
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Local project evaluation staff or approved subcontractor will be respon-
sible four questionnaire distriburtion and administration.
12. Standardized test instrumentation for student achievement will follow

the same policies for questionnaire de. .on, approval, and administration.

I1IT. Research Objectives/Issues

When the three major audiences' need for evaluatior: and impact data are studie
an extensive evaluation effort will be required. In an effort to arrange these re-
search issues or objectives, a preliminary evaluation design matrix has been de-

veloped.,  The purpose of this matrix is to list each research objective and to

cross reference each objective as to audience, area of impact, and assumption to

be tested . Further. an initial appreach to tne svaluating criteria and dcsessment

process Tor cach dbj ctive will be suggested. (See Attachment O).

IV. Evaluation Design Issues
The implamentation of the evaluation design will be the most difficult
aspret of the voucher demonstration. Evaluation is always viewed as a threat by

the various groups who are seeking to demonstrate program impact or prove various

hypotheses. Whenever evuluétion datd-are co]leéted tor55certain a given process
or product, there are usually indi§iduals or agercies which seek to disprove the
conclusions by introducing alternative data sources o} by criticizing the evalua-
tion design, data elements or data analysis techniques used. Given this fact of
life, it is imperative that the final evalﬁation deéign control fo& the criticisms
which are certain to arise in the future. There are a number of techniques or
strategies which should be included in the final evaluntidn design to address
thése 1ssues. ;
| i) The cvaluation design (such as the matrix developed on thé preceding
pagés) should receive videspread distribution and input ép'he‘sure thét
' {

all the major researcii/evaluation objectives are addressed.” One might

ask .the. question, ''can you think of any question or concern which the

ERIC . s L

A FuiText provided by Eric I . \ .



voucher test might raise that cannct be addressed wiin ihe data
which this desigr will provide?"

2) It is ¢ -sentzal that the evaluation design ix ~stablished prior
to implementation of the voucher test. It is equally irportant that

the dosign be implemented to the lettew. While plaaned modifications

in the test will undoubtedly occur. the evaluation of these issues
should be added to the original design rather fian an entire new
de=ign be developed.

3) We should think of the design as measuring two major areas of impact:

MIATN EFFECTS )

*SIDE EFTECTS

1)  Each school particibating in the voucher demonstri  ion should link into
the evaluation component at two levels.

First, there would be COMMON DATA which would be collected by all
schools concerning its students, teachers, parents, budget, and opera-
tions. These data would be Cqmpiled from all schools and take their
appropriate place in the prbjec{ evaluation design.

Second, there would be UNIQUE DATA whiich would be collected by
cach school as it pertains to the unique educational program for that
school.  These data would relate directly to the school's objectives
and bhe used to deiormino the effectiveness of its program and as in-

formation for parents.

T
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SATRLY OF BESERRCY (BJECTIVES

E LT

system will be known

and understanding

questionnaire.

ASSUMPTION IMPACT AUDIENCE EVALUATIVE ~35ESSNENT
OBJECTIVE AREA ARER SIZ STATE IOCAL CRITERIA PROCESS COHMENTS
1) Parents will have 14 Social oy ¥ % *Public option. *Locument all ootions  Use in control
variety of educational ' *Private option. available, district also.
options to select from. *out of district  *Decument all options
options. used.
2} Students will shift 1,4 Educa- x ¥ X *3aseline enroll- *Note shifts into and
from original home tional ments documented.  from haseline svatus
school to other options. | as a function >f choice.
Family moving is not a
shift.
3} Student shift to L,2,0, Social 3 X X *Shift as func- *onitor shifts as noted
and frorm options will 10 tion of income, in #2 as a function of
be a function of income.
socioeconomic status.
4) Parents will parti- 2 Socizgl  x X £ *Parent/child in- *Develop parent gquestion~ Use in control
cipate more fully in volvenent. naire to monitor these  district also.
the educational pro- *Parents reviewing events and others of at- '
cess of their children. opticns and making titude. .
_ choices.
*Parents attendance N
4 at public meetings, 2
' *Parents in the ';
schools. e
) :
5) The voucher model/ 2 social ¢ X ¥ *Parents awareness *Part of parent survey -
O
'

- and understood by
parents,

O

of vouchers,

OFT1T

*Document dissemina-

*What method of in- tion of information
formation was most about model through

helpful.

all media.

U
oo
P |



ASECARTION AUDIENCE ZVRLUATINE ~35ESRNENT -
03JECTTVE A STaTl LoCiL CRITERIA PROCESS COMMENTS .
b) Parents will weigh 2 Zuce- ¥ X *L1st possibie rea- *Document reason(s) for
verious factors in ticral sons for cholce:  parent choice .of pro-
the educational -Educational pro-  gram.
choice process. gram,
-Teaching staff.
-Bussing.,
-Geograpny.
-Friends opinion
| -Others
7) The voucher sys- 4,9, Educa-. % % ¥¥ore options ars  *Document institutional Use in control
tem will encourage 12 tional : available as test shift in all cotions district 2iso.
°ducnflonal diver- Drogresses. building from origi-
sity. *Existing opiions  nal documentation in £1
wax and wane as
test progresses
3) The voucher schools 3,4 Educa- \x X X *B11 schools will  *Document process of each
will effactivaly in tional have program pub-  schools information dis-
form parents of their 3 licity, seminaticn effort,
programs. H | *Nidespread use of *Ascertain truth in adver-
b ‘ media will occur.  tising,
\ ' *Negative advertis-
oo iMig may occur.
‘l
‘.\
“) Students in voucher 3,5 Fduca-  x X X *Above or average  *Test sample of students Use in control
sfsten will achieve in tional ! achlevement in annually in reading and district also.
readiiyy and mathematics. ‘ | reading and math. math. N
B i ) *hnalyze 2s a functlop 15) :
’ | | of school and SES shift. 0d 3
x . »
0
| 2
\ g
2
\ ~ H
| 0



ASSUMPTION IMPACT

- ORJECTIVE Camn

AUDIENCE

EVEL ATIVE

RFEA NIE STATE IOCAL CKITZRIA

ASSESSMENT

PROCESS

COMMENTS

10) Parent attitude 2
toward education/
schools will improve.

Social - x

X

*Positive parent
attitude toward
education.

*Positive parent
attitude toward
the school.

*Include semantic
differential at-
titude assessment
in parent instru-
ment.

1

Use in control

district also.

11) Cost per unit g
of education will
decline.

Eco~ X
nomic

S tude.

*Per-pupil costs
for each alter-
native, |

*Relate costs to
student achieve-
ment /parent atti-

A

*Develop standard cost
accounting system
for all schools.

12) Student attitude | 5
toward education will
improve,

Educa~
tional

*Attendance rates,
*Vandalism in
schools.
*Attitude toward
education,

*Document attendance
rates over a period
of time for students.
*Document vandalism.
*Student attitude
survey.

district alse.

Use in cortrol

13) Teachers will .

become more pro-
fessional in their
- educational careers.

¢

*Attitude toward
their work and
vouchers.

- *Use of new and
innovative tech-

niques ard media.

*Teacher survey to
assess attitude
toward vouchers, pro
and con. Also include
items on new class-
room techniques.

- (O LNAWHDV.LLV)
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_ ASSUMPTION IMPACT  AUDIENCE EVALUATIVE ASSESSM}EINT E
OBJECTIVE ARER  BREA  NIE STATE LOCAL CRITERIA  PROCESS - cowmyrs ¢
14) Teachers will . 8 Politi- X X ‘*leachers know-  *Include items in teach-
become more involved -l ~ ledge about bud-  er survey,
in the administrative ) get matters. |
and political aspects | *Deacher attendance
of ecucation, .~ | at policy (EVA or

Board) méetings.
*Peachers having

_administrative
duties.
P'
15) Teachers vill 1,3 Bda- x x  x  *Deacher visits with *Include items in teich- Use in control
become more. di~ , ticnal parents. &r survey ‘ district.
rectly involved *More achievement '
with parents. data (micro)kept
| by teachers.
16) Teachers will 3,4 Bua- x  x X ‘*Teacher shifts. . *Document shifts in'pro-
re-distribute them- . tional *New teachers fessional staff, and the
selves to seek out ; added, - - reasons. _
' prograns where they I | - *Document the process for
can add strenqth. . ‘ “hiring new staff.
- *Document reasons (salary,
~. program, geography).
— s
17) Vouchers will T Eco- %  x X *Complete cost *Cost accounting and -
lead to a complete, . nomic account:ing ‘ analysis system estab~
vet simple cost. . \ ' ' ‘lished to cover all o
‘analysis of educa- o P | voucher and non-voucher

tion. ' . - ' costs.

(O LNAWHDV.LLV)D
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ASSESSUENT

. BSSUMPTION IMPACT AGDIENCE EVALUATIVE ~
OBJECTIVE AREA AREA  NIE STATE IOCAL CRITERIA - PROCESS COMMENTS
18} Parents will be 3 Educa- x  x x  *Satisfaction will *Assess parent satisfac-
more satisfied with tional | improve by all tion as a function of
their children's perents.  -knowledge about vouchers.
education. -SES. ,
~-school participation.
-program.
~child achievenent.. '
~shift in schools.
19} Vouchers result 10" social x x x  *Stratification as *Document each school's =
in de-facto segreqa- - a function of nmmmmmmmf
* tion of schools by ~Incone. “and the shifts over the -
‘students and pro- -Ethnic Back- | period of the demonstra- .. .
" fessionals. ground. tion. -
o ~tbility.
-Salary.
20) Decentralized 8 Politi- x X X *Management of *Document the impact and
authority for school cal ) | school programs at control over school pro-
management will occur o the unit level.  grams at t?e.local level
as a result of vou- e and its shift over time.
chers. | |
. 21) Each voucher 3 Educa- % x_ *Each school has  *Document each school's
school will develop tional  managenent and - evaluation system - cri-- N
its own objective - ' “student outcome  tique its quality. >
" based evaluation objectives, 2
system. *Each school has ‘,g
evaluation system.. - A
to ascertain pro- E,
_ gress. 5 |
MY
N

19y
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POSSIBLE UNDESIRABLE EFFECTS

.Undesirable effect as it is being used in the voucher demon-
étration will refer to odly those issues 6r effeéts that afe mat-
ters of pgfamount social concern. The rationale for desiéﬁatiqg
an area és one_of’poséible concern, must be of utmost social |
concern regarding the consequences of a particular éspect'of

the voucher demonstration. = Such occurrences would be tie excep-

“ }

tion rathe; than the rule, capable bf cleér definition and
verification prior to tne actual inception:of the demonstration.
With this_in mind,”three possible undesirable effects in
the New Hampshire Model have been ideqtified: i) forceéed ségre—\
igétion, 2) discrimination against any.individual on the basis |
Af race, religion or social background, t?he demonstration 29é§:

,293 prohibit'voiuntafy segregétion on these bases, if individuays‘
are capable of making a' choice and so choose such alternatives;i)
and 3) any increased‘involuntary_concgntration of 10W ability"
énd low achievihg sfudents in any,particular schoql. _Volunpary
incréases in-concentrations of Suéh Sfudenfs is,_of'cogrse, alléw-
able since certain schools will presumab1§ so}icit-students on the
basis of the students’ ab;lities,'interesfs,~and %chievement levels.

Effects that are otﬁér than those of a paramgunt social
naturé; yvet which may affect. operational éoncerns of eithér

.parents,. teachers, of school administrators will be dealt Qith
on .an individual casé-by—éase basis.-lPer§peCtive on the vieQ;

point . from which the effedtfdrises may pé Of_utmoSt importance
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when considering any givenreffect. Frequency of occurrence must
also be conSidergd, An abundance of>new rules and regulations
must not be develbped merely bécause of a.positional or individual
fear. Student population shifts, reallocation of resources,2 and
innovéfion are parts of theAassumptions to be tested. The actual
demanstrﬁtiqn will evaluate and’documegt wbéfher students change
schools, parents become more involved, educationalrresources are
reallocated,'or if néw educational administrativé systems e§01ve.
As a final note, possiblé undesirabie effecés have beeﬁ_
identified. Systems will be designed to_deal with these effects,
prior to the individual'school.distfiétsf'votesAin 1976. Yet the

LS
possibility of identifying further areas of concern, as the demon-

'

stration develops, are rost precluded.

leare must be exercised in judging a situation of this nature,
particularily since voluntary segregation by one group cannot be
allowed to result in the imposition of forced segregation on
another group. Voluntary segregation is only permissible where
there is no evidence of concomittant forced segregation.

_ 2Procedures are being designed to provide administrative and
instructional support for the skifting of educative resources.
". These procedures will be spelled out‘in Phase II. of the study/plan-
nlng activity.
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